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ABSTRACT
The Development and Testing of a Microtraining
Program to Enhance Empathic Communication
By Parents of Young Children
(September 1977)
Elizabeth Miller Klock, B.S., Simmons College
M.Ed., Tufts University, Ed.D., University of Massachusetts
The* parent-child relationship is, by nature, a helping
relationship. A facilitating factor in helping relationships
is the communication of empathy. In the parent-child relation-
ship it is considered to enhance the well-being and psycho-
social competence of the child.
The purpose of this investigation was to develop and
test a Microtraining program to enhance empathic communica-
tion by parents of young children. The effects of this pro-
gram were compared to those of a discussion group designed
to meet the same goal.
The sample investigated was nineteen highly educated,
middle-class professionals, fathers and mothers, who self-
selected into two groups. The treatments were randomly
assigned and lasted a total of ten hours.
The Microtraining was a pre-structured, directive
program which included didactic presentation of materials,
video models of specific behaviors, role-play exercises,
and home practice. The nondirective discussion gr.oup in-
cluded reading materials related to empathic communication
and group discussion.
Three methods were used for assessing outcomes. Changes
in empathic communication behaviors were determined through
assessment of pre- and post-training videotaped play ses-
sions of each parent and one of their children. Changes in
knowledge of the principles of empathic communication were
meaoured on a Parent Response Questionnaire, administered
before and after the training. Also, a follow-up interview
was conducted two months after the programs ended to determine
the participants’ perceptions of the impact of the programs
and to elicit feedback.
Though the Microtraining group showed consistently
higher gains than the discussion group, and, within its
own group showed significant gain in the area of communica-
tion of acceptance, it did not gain significantly more than
the discussion group in demonstrating empathic communication
behaviors
.
Both groups showed significant gain in knowledge of the
principles of empathic communication; however, the Microtrain-
ing group did not show significant gain over the discussion
group. High increase of scores by both groups on the Parent
Response Questionnaire primarily reflected movement from
covert rejection of the child's feelings to acceptance of
feelings, and to acceptance of feelings with redirection of
viii
behavior.
The follow-up interviews revealed that both groups had
primarily positive feelings about the programs but were af-
fected by different aspects. The discussion group reacted
most strongly to the issues of group interaction and program
content, while the Microtraining group focused its feedback
on program design.
The groups reported similar amounts of learnings and
similar proportions of transference to parent-child interac-
tion. The discussion group reported learnings most fre-
quently in the area of response to feelings and not at all
in response to the child's verbal content and behavior.
The Microtraining group reported learnings most frequently
in the area of attending behaviors and not at all in the
area of problem solving and limit setting.
The results show promise of the Microtraining para-
digm as a viable form of parent-training. Further develop-
ment and testing is needed.
ix
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CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Sta tement: of the Problem
Parent educators, counselors, teachers, and others who
want to provide effective support and guidance to parents,
are faced with the problem of determining what is important
to teach and what type of program or approach to use.
Several exist today, ranging from in-home intervention on a
one-to-one basis (Gordon, I., 1973) to unstructured support
groups (Slavson, 1958), to seminars (Hereford, 1963) and
structured communication training (Gordon, T., 1970). The
outcome variables of these range from enhancing intellectual
and language development in young children (Gordon, I., 1973),
to understanding child development (Hereford, 1963), and
learning to communicate with adolescents (Gordon, T., 1970;
Riley, Apgar, and Eaton, 1975).
To aid in the search for effective programs, this investi-
gation was designed to examine the effects of a structured,
or directive communication training program (Micro training)
on the enhancement of empathic communication by parents of
young children. A comparison of this method with a non-
directive discussion group was made.
Definition of Terms
In order to facilitate the clarity of this study, the
following terms are defined for the reader.
2Empathic Communication : Sensitivity to the thoughts,
feelings, and behavior of the other person, and the facili-
ty to verbally and nonverbally communicate such sensitivity.
j^^rotraining ; An educational approach in which com-
plsx communication skills are broken down into single units
and presented one at a time for practice and assimilation
(Ivey, 1971).
Discussion Group: An educational approach involving ex-
ploration and analysis of issues common to a group of in-
dividuals through verbal shairing of ideas and experiences
by group members.
Literature Review
Two sets of literature shall be reviewed in this chapter;
that which deals with empathy and empathic communication, and
that which deals with empathy training.
Empathy and Empathic Communication
The question of the utility of empathic communication in
parent-child interaction has been stimulated by the strong
%
emphasis placed oh empathy in helping relationships in psy-
chology and education (Aspy, 1969, 1975; Carkhuff, 1969;
Dymond, 1949; Katz, 1963; May, 1967, Rogers, 1957, 1961,
1975). The primary conditions for helping, according to
Carkhuff, are empathy, respect, warmth, genuineness, self-
disclosure, concreteness, confrontation, and immediacy of
3relationship (1969). Combs, Avila and Purkey state that in
helping professions which are dependent on developing a re-
lationship between helper and helpee, the quality of empathy
in the helper will be sine qua non (1971, p. 185).
When Raskrn asked eighty-three psychotherapists of dif-
fering orientations to describe their concept of the ideal
therapist, they were in high agreement in ranking empathy the
most important of the twelve variables presented (1974).
Therefore, if empathy is so important in therapeutic rela-
tionships, it should be equally important in facilitating
helping relationships between parents and children.
A clarification of what is meant by the term 'empathy'
and 'empathic communication' and an expostulation of the sug-
gested effects will be undertaken in this review.
Clarification and definition . It is clearly presented
in the available literature that the state of empathy and
empathic communication are not one and the same. The state
of empathy as defined by Rosalind Dymond is "the ability to
transpose oneself into the thinking, feeling and acting of
another" (1950, p. 344). One of Carl Rogers' early de-
finitions was similar:
The state of empathy, or being empathic, is
to perceive the internal frame of reference
of another with accuracy and with the emo-
tional components and meanings which pertain
thereto as if one were the person, but with-
out ever losing the ’as if’ condition (1959,
p. 210).
A more simple definition describes empathy as the ability
4to put oneself in someone else's shoes, or to see the world
as if through their eyes (Combs, et al., 1971).
A later definition of empathy put forth by Carl Rogers
describes it as a process; a combination of the state of
empathy and the communication of that state. He says
the way of being with another person which
is termed empathic has several facets. It
means entering the private world of the
other and becoming thoroughly at home in it.
It involves being sensitive, moment to moment,
to the changing felt meanings v/hich flow in
this other person.. ..It includes communicating
your sensings of his/her world It means fre-
quently checking with him/her as to the ac-
curacy of your sensings. ... (1975
,
p. 4).
Truax and Carkhuff also address a process rather than
a 'state* when they define empathy as "a sensitivity to cur-
rent feelings and a verbal facility to communicate this
understanding in a language attuned to the client's cur-
rent feelings" (1967, p. 46). It is interesting to note
that Truax and Carkhuff limit their scope to affect, where-
as Dymond includes thought and action as well, and Rogers
speaks in general terms v/hich can be assumed to include a
wide spectrum of experience.
Empathic communication vis a vis these definitions is
part of the empathic process and can occur only if the
state of empathy has been experienced. Everyone, of course,
has some level of sensitivity to others, or experiences, to
some degree, the state of empathy. Without this, no one
could exist for very long in modern society (Combs, et al.,
51971). In light of this, this investigation deals with the
expression of, rather than the development of, this sensitiv-
ity between parents and children.
Ihe definition most necessary to our purposes is that
of empathic communication: the verbal and non-verbal com-
munication of sensitivity to the thoughts, feelings, and
actions of the other.
In summary, empathy is a state of sensing another's ex-
perience; empathic communication is the expression of this to
the other, and the empathic process is the combination of the
two
.
Effects of communicating empathy. It is generally hy-
pothesized that the helper, or empathizer, experiences three
basic responses to the empathic process: 1) feelings of
closeness or companionship, 2) insight and understanding of
the other, and 3) behavior more appropriately adapted to the
needs of the other (Dymond, 1950; Mead, 1934; Rogers, 1954).
The process leads to various responses in the other person.
Carl Rogers suggests that the empathic state is one
quality which contributes to a feeling of companionship with
another person. The deep empathic understanding enables one
to see the private world of another person. The resulting
companionship is seen as critical in the ability of the
client to undertake the frightening search for self and
provides intrinsic satisfaction for the therapist, as well
(1954).
6The theorists who lean more heavily on insight rather
than "relationship" as a therapeutic modality, see empathy
as a tool to enhance their understanding of the client's
experience. It is seen as a skill that leads to "immediate
comprehension that in some respects may be superior even to
intellectual understanding" (Katz, 1963, p. 14). Rosalind
Dymond concurs when she says that this faculty of being able
to see things from the other person's point of view, does
*^ot insure moie respect or admiration for the other, but
does seem to assure more effective communication and under-
standing (1950, p, 344).
Halpern and Lesser (1960) adopt Dymond ' s definition
which correlates empathy with the ability to predict the
feelings, thoughts, and acting of another person. Accurate
prediction is seen as an effect of empathy and certainly sug-
gests understanding of, and insight into the other.
In interpersonal relationships George Mead (1934) sees
empathy as a guide for appropriately adjusting one's behavior
to a given situation. As a social psychologist, the role-
theoretical model that he supports, bases effective social
functioning on the ability of the individual to take into
account the view that others hold of oneself and of the
situation in which they are located. One is then able to
adapt one's behavior to meet one's goals. In effect, Mead
views empathy as having an adaptive rather than a reactive
function.
7V/hen this empathy with another person is effectively
communicated, a variety of effects on the other person are
suggested by research and theoretical literature.
In the therapeutic milieu, it has been demonstrated that
& relationship climate with a high degree of empathy cor-
relates positively with high levels of self-exploration in
the client (Bergin & Strupp, 1972; Kurtz & Grummon, 1972).
This ability and willingness to explore one’s inner
self may be a result of, or closely related to another ef-
fect of the empathic process. Adrian L. van Kamm (1959) pro-
poses that empathy enhances a feeling of safety and relief from
existential loneliness. Rogers (1975) states that the re-
cipient finds him/herself ”a connected part of the human
race.” Robert Katz adds that empathy is a source of per-
sonal reassurance and contributes to one's self-awareness
and self-respect. He states that
we are reassured when we feel someone has
succeeded in feeling him/herself into our
own state of mind. We enjoy the satisfac-
tion of being understood and accepted as
persons. It is important for us to sense
that the other not only understands our
words but appreciates the person behind the
message as well. We then know that we are
recognized and accepted for the particular
kind of person we are. When friends fail
to empathize, we feel disappointed and re-
jected. The exchange of verbal messages is
not always enough for us. We look for a
correspondence of mood. When we find it
we are less lonely and more content. When
empathy is lacking, our self-awareness and
self-respect are diminished. We then ex-
perience ourselves more as objects and less
as persons (1963, pp. 7-8),
8Laing continues this train of thought by stating that
"the sense of identity requires the existence of another by
whom one is known" (1965, p. 139). This finely tuned under-
standing by another human contributes to the sense of self.
In research on suicidal adolescents, Mary Hill (1970)
found that parents who demonstrated high levels of empathy
had emotionally healthier children than parents who demon-
strated low empathic levels. She also found that the health-
ier adolescents were, themselves, more empathic than the
emotionally disturbed, non-suicidal
,
and the suicidal sub-
jects. She inferred that empathic parents produce empathic
children.
Rosalind Dymond found in early research that close
parent-child relationships are positively correlated with
high empathic ability in the children. She further discovered
that the subjects with high levels of insight showed high
levels of empathy and she suggested that empathy may be one
of the underlying mechanisms on which insight is based. She
derived this hypothesis from the role-taking theorists who
see insight as understanding the "self-other patterns of roles
which the individual has incorporated and which form the basis
of his expectations of others...." (1948, p. 229). A low
empathic ability would prevent the individual from taking
the role of the other person thereby limiting the understand-
ing of the interpersonal relationship.
Therefore, Dymond is saying that the quality of the
9parent-child relationship affects the empathic abilities of
the child, which, in turn, determines the degree of insight
in that individual*
hinnicott also speaks of empathy in parenting as a
critical element in the healthy development of the infant.
He suggests that when the parent is reasonably attentive and
empathic to the infant’s needs, the infant gradually develops
a sense of reliable expectation that needing and wanting
something will lead to satisfaction. This enhances the de-
velopment of a sense of orderly sequence and personal effi-
cacy (Friedman, 1975, p. 41).
Finally, Carl Rogers stimulated empathy research in edu-
cation by suggesting that when the teacher has the ability
to understand the student’s reactions from the inside, has
a sensitive awareness of the way the process of education and
learning seems to the student
,
then the likelihood of signifi-
cant learning is increased (1969, p. 111). Rollo May endorses
this by suggesting that
significant teaching requires empathy...
we should all admit the more significant kind
of knowledge is that in which there is a
mutual participation, a partial identification
of the minds of teacher and student (1967, p.
123)
David Aspy and others took these theories into the class-
room and discovered positive and significant correlations
between the level of empathy of the teacher and students'
1) attendance rates (Aspy & Roebuck, 1974), 2) IQ gains
(Aspy, 19/3), and 3) attitudes about self, or self-concept
V10
(Aspy & Roebuck, 1975). In addition, ’’the student outcome
studies suggested that learning rates diminished to levels
considerably below expectancy when the teacher provided low
levels of empathic understanding in the classroom" (Aspy,
1973).
In summary, theory and research suggest several effects
of the empathic process, both on the helper and the helpee.
Insight into the other, a sense of companionship, and adapted
behavior are the hypothesized effects on the empathizer. The
other person (client, child, student) is said to develop
greater insight into self, feelings of safety, a sense of
efficacy, empathic ability, intellectual gains, and more
positive attitudes toward self.
Emoathic communication in parenting
. Research in parent-
child relations demonstrates rather consistent agreement
about parenting qualities associated with desirable behaviors
and healthy growth in children. A nurturant, warm, accept-
ing attitude communicated by parents is widely supported as
a critical variable in effective parenting (Baumrind, 1967;
Becker, 1964; Busse, 1569; Coopersmith, 1967; Saxe and
Stcllak, 1971; Stern, et al., 1969). Active involvement
with the child and responsiveness to the affective experience
found support in empirical research as another necessary
factor (Baumrind, 1967; Busse, 1969; Bierman, 1969; Coopersmith,
1967; Liberman, et al., 1971; Rowland and Ferguson, 1969;
Stern, et al., 1969). Also, parental control which is applied
11
in democratic, clearly explained and rational ways is seen
as critical to the healthy growth of the child (Baumrind,
1967; Busse, 1969; Bierman, 1969; Coopersmith, 1967; Pikas,
1961; Rowland and Ferguson, 1969).
Bierman succinctly summarizes these qualities by suggest-
ing that guidance, attention, active involvement, and affec-
tion are the key ingredients to effective parenting.
Democratic guidance and stimulating expressive-
ness
. in the context of warm acceptance and at-
tentive understanding would appear to provide
optimal conditions of child well being (1969, p. 348),
Behaviors that demonstrate the qualities are delineated in
these studies and include, 1) statements or demonstrations of
affection, 2) verbal praise of behavior, 3) attention to the
child, 4) reflection of verbal content expressed by the child,
5) reflection of motor behavior, 6) reflection of feelings,
7) appropriate interpretations of behavior, 8) reciprocal
participation in child's fantasy, 9) guidance through orient-
ing rather than directing, and 10) setting appropriate limits
with rational explanations (Reif & Stollak, 1972, p. 27-29).
Based on these findings and on the conviction that em-
pathy, genuineness, and nonpossessive warmth underlie ef-
fective parenting (Bierman, 1969; Liberman, et al., 1971;
Moustakas, 1966), Thomas Reif and Gary Stollak describe a
model of "an effective relationship between adult and child,
i.e., between effective adult behavior with children and
appropriate, competent behavior in children" (1972, p. 8).
12
An overview of their model is as follows:
1) Empathic behavior with children, as com-
municated primarily through reflections of
feelings, thoughts, and behavior of the child,
results 1) in an increased awareness in the
child of his feelings, thoughts, and behaviors,
and 2) in a greater self respect and self-
confidence of the child, which in turn is related
to the child's coping skill (mastery) and his in-
terpersonal skill.
2) Behaving genuinely with children, as re-
flected by a self -congruence on the part of
the adult (be he parent, professional or non-
professional therapist, teacher, etc.) results
in instilling in the child a greater awareness
of other people, an accurate perception of other
people's behavior, and a greater awareness of
the self in relation to adults and peers (inter-
personal skills.)
3) Behaviors conveying nonpossessive warmth of
the adult in relating to a child gives the child
a sense of being respected as a person, regard-
less of his behavior, resulting in a greater
self-confidence, acceptance of self, and in a
greater freedom of affective expression.
4) Implicit in a nonpossessive and warm atti-
tude towards the child is the existence of a
distinct set of limits, which are interpreted
to the child realistically and without criticism
of the child as a person. We suggest that these
behaviors are crucial for the child's develop-
ment of mastery of his environment (Reif and
Stollak, 1972, pp. 8-9).
The first three elements of this model are based largely
on the operational definitions of empathy, warmth, and genuine-
ness in helping relationships presented by Truax and Carkhuff
(1967). The fourth element, limit setting without criticism
and with sufficient explanation, is substantiated by em-
pirical research as part of effective parenting. Hoffman
(1963) associates it with factors of considerateness in the
13
children
,
Baumrind (1967) links it to socxal competence,
and Rowland & Ferguson (1969) connect it to coping behaviors
in the children.
Empathic communication is clearly delineated here as
reflection of feelings, thoughts and behaviors of the child.
Liberman, et al., (1971) applied this directly to parenting
in a study of twenty pairs of middle-class parents and
children. They found that the verbal reflections coupled
with parental participation in fantasy play were associated
with desirable behaviors in children which demonstrated psy-
chosocial competence. Reif and Stollak again provide a use-
ful summary of their findings:
Reflection of behavior and reflection of
feelings were significantly correlated
with the child's statements about his own
behavior in fantasy play; reflection of
feelings was also associated with the
child's statements of interpersonal aware-
ness in fantasy play, open expression of
aggressive themes, and the child's dominance.
The parent’s reflection of motor behavior,
and his participation in fantasy were also
significantly associated with the child's
expression of aggressive themes. The
parent's participation in fantasy play was
also significantly correlated with the
child's interpersonal awareness in fantasy,
his statements about himself in a real con-
text, and his dominance in the parent-
child relationship (1972, p. 7).
The positive effects of the empathic process on helping
relationships and the recognition that empathic communication
is a necessary and viable aspect of effective parent-child
relations, justify investigation into the feasibility of
empathy training, especially with parents.
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Training in Empathic Communication Skills
Literature on training in empathic communication skills
pertinent to this study, covers short-term training of not
more than twenty-f ive hours, and concerns two approaches
structured or directive training (Dirk, 1972; Carkhuff and
Bierman, 1.370; Gordon, T«, 19/0; Gustafson, 1975; Guzzetta,
1976; Ivey, et al., 1968; LaMonica, 1974; Linden and Stollak,
1969; Payne and Gralmski, 1968; Payne, Weiss and Kapp, 1972;
Payne, Winter and Bell, 1972; Stover and Guerney, 1967;
Washburn, 1972), and unstructured, non-directive training
(BirJc, 1972; Ekstein and Wallerstein, 1968; Hereford, 1963;
Linden and Stollak, 1969; Patterson, 1964; Payne and
Gralinski, 1968; Payne, Weiss and Kapp, 1972; Payne Winter
and Bell, 1972; Rogers, 1957; Slavson, 1958).
The elements common to the structured, directive training
are 1) didactic presentation of information, 2) modeling or
demonstration of behaviors, and 3) role-play or practice of
skills with direct feedback on behaviors. The role of the
leader is active and directive.
In comparison, the' non-directive or unstructured train-
ing approach primarily involves exploration, through discus-
sion, of experiences and feelings related to the helping, or
parent-child relationship. The role of the leader or
supervisor is primarily reflective or reactive, rather than
directive or proactive. Though material for discussion may
be presented through reading, films- etc., no demonstration
15
or modeling or behaviors, nor role-play or practice is in-
volved in the training procedure.
P-^£GC -~fcj--ve~ training . For training counseling students
in basic attending skills plus reflection and summarization
of feelings, the Microcounseling paradigm developed by
Allen Ivey and associates (1968) is a prime example of
structured, short-term design. The program is "micro" in
that it breaks down complex behavioral skills into single
units of behavior to be presented and learned. The study
used pre~, and post-training five-minute diagnostic inter-
views conducted by the trainees to measure behavior change.
The training design included 1) reading descriptions of
appropriate behaviors, 2 ) viewing videotaped models of
effective and less effective behaviors, 3) discussion of
the modeled behaviors, 4) viewing the initial interview and
identifying the trainee’s own effective and less effective
behaviors with feedback and reinforcement from the supervisor,
and 5) final review of the skills with the trainee and super-
visor. For the reflection and summarization of feelings a
videotaped practice session with feedback was included. This
particular study involved three different training sessions
with three different groups of beginning counseling trainees.
Each training program lasted under two hours.
On the ratings of the videotaped interviews, significant
differences between the experimental (trained) and control
(untrained) groups were noted. There was significant increase
16
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verbal following, reflection of feelings, and
summarization of feelings. Client ratings of counselor ef-
fectiveness also increased significantly from pre- to post-
training interviews.
Payne and Gralinski (1968), Payne, Weiss and Kapp (1972),
Payne, Winter and Bell (1972), Birk (1972), Perry (1975) and
Gustafson (1975) confirm the effectiveness of didactic,
technique
-oriented
,
directive training of counselors to im-
prove levels of empathic communication. The data also indi-
cate that the components of 'modeling and instruction are ad-
ditive and of near equal impact on skill acquisition.
Studies with other helping professionals such as nurses
(LaMonica, 1974) and teachers (Washburn, 1972) support the
evidence that directive training is an effective method of
enhancing, empathic communication skills.
With parents, or professionals working .with young children,
training programs are of two types: those dealing with adult-
child interaction in play situations (Linden and Stollak,
1969; Stover and Guerney, 1967) and those dealing with more
%
global adult-child interaction (Carkhuff and Bierman, 1970;
Gordon, 1970; Guzzetta, 1976).
The training aimed at play situations involves 1) presen-
tation and discussion of appropriate behaviors, 2) specific
modeling of behaviors v/ith children and discussion, and 3)
practice with children followed by discussion and feedback.
In measuring nineteen behavioral variables, Linden and
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Stollak's (1969) structured training group showed signifi-
cant change in four; an increase in reflection of verbal
content, an increase in reflection of feelings, a decrease
in seeking information from the child, and a decrease in un-
solicited intervention in the child's activities.
In comparison with an untrained control group, Stover
and Guerney's (1967) filial therapy training group showed a
significant increase in reflective statements, a decrease in
directive statements and a total decrease in verbalizations
on the part of the parent. There was an especially sharp
increase in restatement of content and clarification of
feelings
.
Most parent education programs are not aimed at play
situations and the opportunity to model empathic communica-
tion behaviors with children and to practice these behaviors
for direct feedback is not feasible. ' They rely heavily on
role-play, videotaped or audiofcaped models, and didactic
instruction (Carkhuff and Bierman, 1970; Gordon, 1970,
Guerney, L., 1975; Guzetta, 1976; Riley, Apgar, and Eaton,
1975).
Of these programs, the two investigated (Carkhuff and
Bierman, 1970; Guzzetta, 1976) show that structured training
1Guzzetta (1976) included adolescents . in a training pro-
gram with their parents and involved them in role-play. The
results, however, showed no greater gains than in groups not
attended by the children. This may have been due to the
limited and highly structured nature of the training.
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facilitates development of empathic communication skills as
measured by written questionnaires and structured role-
play situations. Carkhuff and Bierman found, however, that
when parents joined their children in a play session, no
change in level of communication was noted even though the
parents reported that they were communicating more empatni-
c.ally , The investigators explain this lack of transference
by the incongruity of training which involved adults only,
and the measurement instrument, which involved adults and
children.
Finally, the most famous of all structured training
programs for parents is Thomas Gordon's Parent Effectiveness
Training (1970). Though the effects of this training are
not published, the success of the program is suggested by
the thousands of parents who have participated and by
their dramatic testimonials to the positive changes in their
families as a result (Brown, 1976),
Gordon contends that the most essential ingredient to
a successful parenting relationship is "the language of
acceptance" (1970, p. 30). He equates this process with
empathic communication.
Non-dircctive training . The primary premise of non-
directive, unstructured, or discussion group training is
that behavior changes will occur through increased knowledge,
change in attitudes, and experience (Hereford, 1963). In
training counselors, for example, proponents of the
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experiential orientation to supervision (Ekstein & Wallerstein
,
1958; Patterson, 1964; Rogers,. 1957) see the directive orienta-
tion as "mechanistic and impersonal and they emphasize the
trainee's need for security and the opportunity to learn from
his own experience" (Payne, Winter & Bell, 1972).
In design, the non-directive approaches to training are
more open-ended. Though they may include some didactic
material or modeling, they do not include direct feedback or
reinforcement in order to shape behaviors. The function of
the training is to explore, primarily through a discussion
i
procedure, behaviors and feelings pertinent to the helping
relationship. The role of the leader is primarily reflective.
Carl Hereford outlines the change process hypothesized
in his study, Changing Parental Attitudes through Group
Discussion (1963);
Attendance at a series of group-discussion
meetings on parent-child relations moderated
by a trained but nonprofessional leader pro-
vides the parent with an opportunity for more
Participation in the discussion. This parti-
cipation by the parent, plus the climate of
freedom, acceptance, and sharing of experience
and ideas provided by the group leads to more
Persona l involvement of the parent. This
participation and involvement of the parent
in the group discussions brings about changes
in
Parental attitude s regarding parent-child re-
lations and child-rearing practices. These
attitudinal changes lead to
Behavioral changes on the part of the parent,
which, through the parent-child interaction,
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lead to changes in the
Child * s behavior in his relations and acti-
vities at school. (p. 30)
Empathy training using non-directive methods has been
conducted in studies comparing types of supervision of
counselor trainees (Birk, 1972; Payne and Gralinski, 1968;
Payne, Weiss and Kapp, 1972; Payne, Winter and Bell, 1972).
In the non-directive or experiential training, the super-
visor behavior is described as establishing
an empathic relationship with the counselor.
In this way it was hoped that the super-
visor would provide an effective model of
empathic behavior ... .Supervisors were given
specific instructions to avoid the giving of
any negative evaluation of counselor per-
formance and were to avoid the giving of any
direct suggestions for improvement (Payne
and Gralinski, 1968, pp. 518-19).
The results of these studies consistently show that the
non-directive approach is inferior to directive, structured
training in the development of empathic communication skills.
The non-directive training may take longer to show effects,
(Payne and Gralinski, 1968) or it may lower inhibitions and
then the counselors feel more free to express negative
feelings as well as empathic ones (Payne, Winter and Bell,
1972)
.
Studies involving non-directive empathy training for
parents are scarce. Linden and Stollak closely approach
parent education in a study training undergraduates to be
"reflective, non-interfering, and empathic" in play
situations with children (1969, p. 213).
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Their non-directive training involved six hours of dis-
cussion among the students to determine "an ideal and sensi-
tivo way to deal with children. The role of the leader was
to summarize and integrate the discussion and generally re-
flect students' questions and comments” (Linden and Stollak,
1969, p. 215). Even though each student participated in a
fifteen-minute play session with a child and was observed
by the others, the feedback and discussions proved fruit-
less. The final results showed that the discussion group
behaved comparably with an untrained group.
Carl Hereford's study of parent education discussion
groups was extensive in size (thirty groups, 914 partici-
pants) and duration (four years). Each discussion-group
series was comprised of six two-hour sessions.
The atmosphere was informal . . .yet not super-
ficial or social in nature. .. .Leaders noted
repeatedly that parents discussed topics
which v/ere a source of great personal anxi-
ety, and that these discussions were on a
serious level. Many leaders and observers
expressed astonishment not only at how
quickly parents began discussing .but also
at the depth of emotion and feeling often
shown by these parents ( 1963
,
p. 30 ).
The results of the discussion groups were compared to
parents who attended a lecture series, and to control groups.
Through pre- and post-training interviews and questionnaires
,
the results showed significant positive changes in the at-
titudes of the parents toward themselves and their children.
Some behavioral changes, such as less use of corporal
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punishment, were also reported. The results are self re-
ports, and must be considered cautiously (Carkhuff and
Bierman, 1970).
However, using a clever and seemingly unbiased socio-
metric game v/ith the elementary aged children of the dis-
cussion group parents, a dramatic change v/as measured in
the childrens’ relationships at school. Their popularity
and peer group relations increased significantly. It was
suggested that increased acceptance and understanding by
their parents contributed to the children’s social skills
at school.
In summary, the discussion group or non-directive de-
sign for training is characterized by informal, verbal ex-
ploration of problems and feelings, and may or may not in-
clude material for discussion, but does not include direct
feedback on or reinforcement for behaviors. There is little
direct evidence of behavioral change in the parents (Payne,
et al., 1968, 1972, 1972; Carkhuff and Bierman, 1970;
Hereford, 1963; Linden and Stollak, 1969) yet knowledge and
attitude change is suggested (Hereford, 1963; Meyer and
Power, 1953; Spoon and Southwick, 1973).
Advantages and disadvantages . Despite the lack of con-
crete evidence of behavioral change, the nondirective train-
ing has been a popular method of parent education for de-
cades (Brim, 1959). It seems, from the literature available
(Brim, 1959; Hereford, .1963; Slavson, 1958), that parents
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who attend discussion groups are enthusiastic, they partici-
pate actively and generally have positive feelings about
the experience. Therefore, it seems to be a form of train-
ing that is accepted.
As well, it is suggested by theorists, that another
critical aspect of the discussion paradigm is its flexi-
bility and accommodating nature. It allows parents to de-
termine and take responsibility for the content of discus-
sion (Goller, 1955; Leonard, Van Deman and Miles, 1954;
Slavson, 1958; Spoon and Southwick, 1973) or content can
i
be pre-determined and common material used to stimulate
discussion (Hereford, 1963; Kawin, 1952). In either approach,
the autonomy of the participants is a critical element.
Finally, the group discussion procedure is a familiar
format to many people and it is relatively easily facilitated
if space, time, and refreshments can be made available. Pre-
paration by the leader is minimal, especially if the group
determines its own discussion content.
Though also proven popular (Gordon, T. 1970), the
structured or directive' training may contain many elements
foreign to parents. Role-play, exercises or practice of
skills may be initially threatening to some. As well, this
approach requires extensive preparation by the trainer since
the responsibility for the content rests on his or her
shoulders.
Though it seems to be the foundation for successful
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structured training (Carkhuff and Bierman, 1970; Stover and
Guerney, 1967), specific feedback on parenting behaviors
rr.ay not be feasible in parent education programs because
organizing play sessions or visiting homes is beyond the
scope of the programs and facilities.
Despite the extensive preparation necessary and the
need for feedback on behaviors, the overwhelming evidence
is that specific structured directive training in ernpathic
communication skills results in positive gains. Carkhuff
and Bierman state that ''people learn best what they practice
most" (1970, p. 160). Linden and Stollak concur by suggest-
ing that "communicated empathy is not something that even the
most ernpathic or sensitive of us can figure out without being
taught" (1967, p, 217). Therefore, continued efforts to de-
sign an effective structured training program for parents
seems justified.
Summary . The research and literature on short-term
training in ernpathic communication skills support the hy-
potheses that 1) directive training involving didactic presen-
tation, modeling and practice with feedback is more effective
in producing behavioral changes than nondirective training,
2) directive and nondirective training both, effect changes
in attitude toward, and knowledge of ernpathic parent-child
interaction as reported in interviews and on written
measures, 3) directive training is more likely to create
greater change in attitude and knowledge due to the
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specificity of training, and 4) both directive and non-
directive training are accepted and viable forms of educa-
tion as reported in evaluations by participants.
CHAPTER II
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND TREATMENT DESIGN
Introduction
It has been demonstrated through research that an im-
portant variable in effective parenting is the ability of
the parent to communicate empathically with the child. This
includes verbal and non-verbal communication of sensitivity
to the thoughts, feelings, and actions of the child.
The purpose of this study was to compare the effects
of two different parent education training designs which had
the same goal : to enhance empathic communication by
parents of young children. In exploration of the differing
implications delineated in the research and theoretical
literature, a structured, directive program based on Allen
Ivey's Microcounseling paradigm (1968) was compared to a
more open-ended, non-directive discussion group.
The sample investigated was made up of nineteen parents
from Amherst, Massachusetts who responded to advertisements
distributed in the schools. Six fathers and thirteen mothers
attended the programs. The population was middle-class
and white, with the exception of one black, middle-class
mother.
The parents self-selected their evening of attendance
and the treatment designs were randomly assigned after the
groups were formed. Each group was involved in an
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introductory two-hour session, and four, two-hour training
sessions. They both had suggested tasks to perform at home
between sessions.
There were three measurements used for assessing out-
comes. In order to assess behavioral change, pre- and post-
training, videotaped, fifteen-minute play sessions v/ere made
of each subject with one of their children. A pre- and post-
training written Parent Response Questionnaire (Klock, 1976b)
was administered to assess parents’ knowledge of ideal
responses to problems children might present to them. Final-
ly, after two months, a follow-up telephone interview was
conducted by a trained interviewer to determine the effects
of the program as reported by the participants.
Sample
Solicitation and enrollment
.
The subjects for this
study were solicited by a flier sent home with 1,300 children
in kindergarten through third grades in the Amherst-Pelham
and Hadley Public School systems in Massachusetts (Appendix
A). Notices were also distributed to families associated
with three nursery schools affiliated with the University
of Massachusetts. As well, the program was advertised in
an article in the Amherst Record , a widely read local paper.
Five parents attended as a result of the notices dis-
tributed in the nursery schools. Ten parents attended as
a result of the notices sent to the elementary schools.
The newspaper article elicited three responses and one
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person came at the encouragement of another participant. An
additional two people who started the program dropped out
after the initial session and four parents requested a pro-
gram on Tuesday nights which was not run due to lack of
registrants. Therefore, the total response was twenty-five
parents with nineteen subjects completing the program.
The parent groups wore offered on Mondays and Wednesdays
and parents self
-selected the evening of attendance. After
the registration deadline, treatments were randomly as-
signed; the group discussion method was assigned to Mondays,
and the Microtraining to Wednesdays. Nine subjects attended
Group I, the discussion group, and ten attended Group II,
the Microtraining group.
Characteristics . In many ways the make-up of the two
groups was similar. Table 2:1 presents the characteristics.
Each group included two married fathers, one single father,
and four married mothers. The discussion group (Group I)
also included two single mothers, while the Microtraining
group (Group II) had three. The married men attended with
their wives and the two single fathers attended with two
single mothers.
The age range of the participants was 21 to 42 years,
with a mean of 31.8 in Group I and 33.3 in Group II. Statis-
tical analysis of the comparative age spread, using the
Mann-Whitney U test with a two-tail test of significance,
resulted in a z score of .65, with a p value of <.52, showing
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no significant difference.
Using the same statistical analysis comparing the range
Ql reported family income in each group, the same z score,
.65 was attained. The median family income for both groups
was approximately $15,000.
Both groups were highly educated. The reported years
of school completed showed a mean of 16 years for Group I
and 17 years for Group II. The range from one high school
graduate to several participants with doctorates was not
significantly different in the two groups. The z score was
1.06, with a p value of <.30, using a two-tail test.
Family size was characteristically small in both groups.
Three parents in each group had one child, one parent in
Group I had three children, and all others had two children.
On the Background Information form filled out at the
first session (Appendix H), five participants in Group I
answered "Yes" to the question, "Have you had previous
training in communication skills, child development, or
parenting skills?" In Group II, four participants answered
"Yes" to this question.'
The sample, then, consisted of highly educated, middle
income, parents v.’ith't'ne two groups similar in age, family
size, previous training, marital status and male-female
distribution. All of the participants were white with the
exception of one black mother in Group II. There were no
statistically significant differences between the groups.
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Table 2:1
COMPARISON OF GROUP CHARACTERISTICS
CHARACTERISTIC GROUP I GROUP II
Age Range: 21-42
Mean: 31.8
Range
:
Mean:
28-42
33.3
Family Income Median: $15,000 Median
:
$15,000
Years of School Range: 12-22
Mean: 16
Range
:
Mean
:
13-22
17
Number of children
per parent
Range: 1-3
Mean: 1.77
Range
:
Mean
1-2
1.70
Previous Related Yes: 5 Yes : 4
Training No : 4 No: 6
Sex Women: 6 Women 7
Men: 3 Men
:
3
Treatmen t
Similar ities and differences
. It was the intent of this
investigation to offer each group a valid, meaningful parent
education program. The study was designed to determine the
differences in the effects of two well-developed but dif-
ferent programs with the same goal: enhancement of empathic
communication with children.
In order to make a valid comparison of the treatment
designs there v/ere several factors which were held constant
in the discussion and Microtraining groups. They had
identical introductory sessions, they both met for five
two-hour evening meetings, and they were given the same
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for empathic communication. As well, they had
equal amounts of suggested "homework” between sessions and
the leader in both groups was the investigator of this
study.
The differences between the two groups lay primarily
in the style of training. The discussion group was very
open-ended. Though the group was given reading material
and a manual on empathic communication skills, the topic
or content for discussion was not predetermined. The group
members initiated discussion and the content evolved from
their interests and needs. The leader maintained a primarily
reactive role and acted as consultant to the group.
In contrast, the Microtraining group sessions were pre-
designed and structured to introduce and practice skills
related to empathic communication. This was done through
lecturettes, modeling, role-play, and processing or discus-
sion of the behaviors. The leader's role was proactive and
directive. Table 2:2 outlines the similarities and dif-
ferences of the two treatments and details follow.
Procedure for introductory sessions . Identical intro-
ductory sessions were held for each group with the primary
purpose of discussing the research component of the program.
In addition, this offered the participants an opportunity
to meet one another and to discuss the ensuing sessions.
After introduction of the facilitator, the participants
and facilitator joined in an exercise to promote sharing
SIMILARITIES
AND
DIFFERENCES
IN
TREATMENT
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and getting acquainted. Each person was presented with a
large note card for a name tag and then asked to divide
it into quadrants . In the quadrants they were asked to
draw 1) a logo for themsel ves-a symbol that represented
them or something about them, and to write down, 2) three
things about their child (ren) that they liked, 3) three
things they do for fun and relaxation, and 4) three hopes
and wishes they had for their children.
Discussion of these topics gave opportunity for
dialogue within a framework which sanctioned the partici-
pants as individuals with lives of their own, and as parents.
Though the discussion about children centered on "likes and
hopes," it was made clear that we all also had "dislikes
and fears." Establishment of an atmosphere for support
of positive as well as negative feelings was essential.
The general format of each program was presented but
the goal of the program was not discussed except in general
terms of "enriching parent-child relationships and foster-
ing better communication." The specific goal of enhancing
empathic communication was avoided in order not to con-
found the pre-training measurements to be made the following
week
.
Procedure for discussion group treatment . After the
introductory session the discussion group met for four
weekly two-hour sessions. The goal of the program, as pre-
sented by the facilitator, was to enhance empathic
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communication of the parents through reading and group dis
cussion of parent-child interaction and communication.
Table 2:3 outlines the discussion group treatment.
Table 2:3
DISCUSSION GROUP TREATMENT
SESSION PURPOSE SUGGESTED READING ACTIVITIES
1 Introduction
Orientation
to research.
None Name-tag exercise,
presentation of
research components
registration
,
etc
.
2 Goal setting None Defining and shar-
ing individual
goals, presenta-
tion of program
goal, review of
suggested readings.
3,4,
& 5
Exploration of
empathic communi'
cation in parent'
ing
.
"Training for
- Parental Em-
- pathy"*and
Between Parent
and Child
(Ginott, 1965)
Discussion within
group of issues
raised by parti-
cipants with re-
ference to per-
sonal and pro-
gram goals.
* Appendix B
At the second session, for which there had been no
suggested reading, the group was asked by the facilitator
to list and discuss their own goals in relation to the
program. Then, the overall goal of the program was presented
by the facilitator and discussed in relation to the
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individual goals. This sharing comprised the major part of
tho second session. The overall goals and individual goals
were posted on the wall for reference throughout the sessions.
The remainder ol the time was spent presenting the sug-
gested readings which comprised the "homework" between ses-
sions. The organization of the research and the program in
general was a] so reviewed.
After this meeting the role of the facilitator was re-
active rather than proactive. It was made clear that the
participants had responsibility for suggesting topics and
initiating discussion. The role of the leader was to main-
tain an environment within which the participants could
share in discussion, to clarify issues when necessary, to
focus the discussion on parenting, and, along with other
members, to act as a consultant to individuals who requested
help in problem solving. The facilitator also repeatedly
brought the group's attention to the overall goal of em»
pathic communication which was maintained as the underly-
ing theme of all discussion.
The role of the members was to read the suggested
materials, if they so desired, to initiate issues for dis-
cussion, and to act as consultants to one another within
the group discussions.
The major thrust of the discussion group was to explore
their behaviors and feelings in parenting. The general
atmosphere was informal, lively, and supportive. The group
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focused only on the content of the issues raised, i.e., on
the behaviors and feelings in their relationships with their
children. Behaviors and feelings within the group and
between group members were not discussed. No role-play,
exercises or problem-solving simulations were done.
There was no limitation placed on the topics for dis-
cussion as long as they v/ere related to parenting. The is-
sues raised in this group were identified by the facilitator
as: the function and dysfunction of consistency in parent-
ing, standing up for one's rights as parents, how to com-
fort a child without denying the child's hurt feelings, deal-
ing with other adults' expectations of you as a parent,
interpreting behavior, listening versus problem solving,
recognizing and accepting the child's feelings, recogniz-
ing and expressing one's own feelings as parents, dealing
with conflicting values in the community, differentiating
between problems that are the parent's and problems that are
the child's, and an exploration of ways to discipline that
considers the child's and parent's needs.
The discussion group, then, provided a forum v/here the
new concepts learned through reading and sharing could be
related to soecific problems in interacting with children.
It was the general informal concensus of the group that
they touched on each of the individual goals and yet main-
tained the overall focus of empathic communication in parent-
ing. Reactions of the group members to the treatment design
are detailed in Chapter III.
i^rgcedure_for Microtraininq croup treatment . After the
introductory session, the Microtraining group also met for
four weekly
,
two-hour sessions. The goal of this group was
to enhance empathic communication of parents through explora-
tion and practice of basic verbal and non-verbal communication
skills. Table 2:4 outlines the Microtraining group treatment.
Table 2:4
MICROTRAINING GROUP TREATMENT
SESSION PURPOSE SUGGESTED READING ACTIVITIES
None
1
Introduction
Orientation
to research
.
2
Goal setting.
Attending
Skills.
3 Reflection of
Behavior and
Verbal Con-
tent
4 Reflection of
Feelings
5 Empathic
Problem
Solving
In "Microtraining
for Parental Em-
pathy" : *
Introduction
Guidelines for
Attending Skills
Guidelines for
Reflection of
Behavior and
Verbal Content
Guidelines for
Reflection of
Feelings
Guidelines for
Empathic Problem
Solving
Name-tag exercise,
presentation of
research components,
registration, etc.
Presentation and
discussion of pro-
gram goal.
Review, lecturettes,
demonstrations of
skills, discussion,
role-play exercises,
processing.
Home practice and
teaching cf skills
recommended for
"homework .
"
* Appendix C
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The four Microtraining sessions were identical in de-
sign except for the beginning of the first session. Ah
that time the Microtraining manual was reviewed by the
facilitator and the course outline was presented.
The following sessions were begun v/ith a review of the
skills learned at the previous meeting. Then the group was
asked to divide into pairs and to share with one another
their experiences using the skills during the week. After
this brief paired sharing, the group came together again and
they were asked if they would like to share some of their
learnings with the whole group. Usually several people
shared anecdotes at this point.
A short lecturette on the skill for that session was
followed by questions and a videotaped and/or live demonstra-
tion. The demonstration stimulated further discussion of the
skill and this was followed by exercises in which the parents
would participate.
The Microtraining paradigm, which includes the use of
videotaped models, was selected for this investigation be-
cause it could most closely approximate in vivo demonstra-
tions of behaviors between adult and child. The taped
models involved the investigator demonstrating the empathic
communication skills with a child.
Since practice sessions v/ith children were not feasible
in this program, as in most parent education programs, an
effort was made to simulate adult-child interaction through
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the role-plays
. Feedback was given to the "parents" by
the "children" and by the facilitator. The training ended
with a short processing and sharing time when the parti-
cipants discussed their reactions to the exercises. Before
leaving, the group was reminded to practice the skills at
home and teach them to someone else.
The program was designed for maximum group participa-
tion but the members had no responsibility for initiating
activities or issues. Their role was primarily responsive.
The role of the facilitator in this group was proactive and
directive. The facilitator pre-de termined the skills to be
learned, designed the procedure, and led the group through
the steps of each session. The focus of the training was
learning new skills rather than discussion and analysis of
problems or concerns in the parent-child relationship. The
leader rarely took the role of consultant, and then only in
relation to the use of the skills at home.
The manual "Kicrotraining for Parental Empathy," direc-
tions for the exercises, and a detailed outline for each
Microtraining session are included in Appendices C, D, and
E, respectively.
Measurements
To study the effects of the parent education programs
measurements to prove the following hypotheses were made.
Hypothesis I: Group II (Microtraining) will show a
greater increase than Group I on the Overall Empathy score
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of behavioral responses as measured by the Empathy Scale.
Specifically, Group II will show a greater increase than
Group I on the subscales i) Communication of Acceptance,
11 ) Allowing Self-Direction, and iii) Parental Involvement.
Hypothesis II: Group II will show a greater increase
than Group I on the Parent Response Questionnaire as
measured by the Parent Response Taxonomy.
Behavioral Measurements
Hypotheses I and II predicted that the Microtraining
group would show greater increase than the discussion group
on both subscale and overall empathy scores of behavioral
responses as measured by the Empathy Scale (Stover, 1971).
The methodology to record and score behavioral changes was
as follows.
Behavioral measurement procedure . Before and after the
four training sessions each subject was videotaped in a
fifteen-minute unstructured play session with one of their
children. At the introductory session the parents were
asked to determine which child would join them in the play
session. The child selected had to be between the ages of
three and nine years old. No other criteria were given for
the choice.
In Group I four mothers chose daughters, and two mothers
chose sons to join them in the play sessions. Two fathers
chose sons and one father played with his daughter. In
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Group II the choices were similar. Five mothers and
daughters, two mothers and sons, two fathers and sons, and
one father and daughter were paired. The mean age of
children in both groups was 5.3 years. Table 2:5 illus-
trates the play-session pairing for each group.
Table 2:5
PARENT-CHILD PAIRINGS
VIDEOTAPED PLAY SESSIONS
PAIRINGS GROUP I GROUP II
Mother-daughter 4 5
Mother-son 2 2
Father-daughter 1 1
Father-son 2 2
After the children were selected, the parents signed up
for videotaping sessions to be held the following week. A
small playroom with observation facilities was set up with
a variety of toys including ball darts, finger paint, trucks,
%
blocks, puzzles, and drawing materials. The videotaping
equipment was not visible to the subjects and it was left
to the parents’ discretion whether or not to inform the
child of the videotaping process.
Prior to both play sessions each parent and child were
told they could use the materials in the room in any way
they wished. It was emphasized to the parents that they
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behave with their children as they normally would and they
were both encouraged to have fun. In the final taping ses-
sion no emphasis was placed on changing behaviors or
"practicing" what had been learned in the training sessions.
The intent of the study was to determine whether or not
new behaviors would occur as a natural outcome of the parent
training, not as a "staged” demonstration of learning.
Behaviora l, measurement assessment tool
. The scale used
in this study to measure empathic communication behaviors
of parents in the unstructured play sessions was developed
by Lillian Stover, Bernard Guerney, and Mary O'Connell (1971)
for use in a filial therapy training program. (For the pur-
poses of this study it will be called the Empathy Scale.)
The authors operationalized parental communication of em-
pathy by grouping behaviors into three subscales: 1) Com-
munication of Acceptance, 2) Allowing the Child Self-
Direction, and 3) Parental Involvement.
The highly empathic parent is described as one who
a) attends fully to the child's behavior, b) comments fre-
quently on the child's expression of feeling or behavior
in a genuinely accepting manner, and c) shov/s clearly that
the child is permitted to engage freely in his present
activity. On the other hand, the parent operating at the
lowest level of empathic communication would be one who is
either a) shutting himself off from the child who must repeat
or prompt to get a response from him, or b) verbally rejecting
4 3
the feelings or behavior of the child, and c) cajoling,
demanding, and redirecting the child’s activity (Stover,
et al.
,
1971, p. 265)
.
The behaviors delineated by Stover, et al
, ,
that
demonstrate empathic interaction include verbal reflection
of the child's feelings and behaviors, compliance with
the child's wishes, and participation in the child's acti-
vities where appropriate, with primary focus on the child,
rather than on the activity. In Chapter I empathic com-
munication by parents is defined as verbal and non-verbal
communication of sensitivity to the thoughts, feelings,
and actions of the child. The operationalization of
empathic behaviors of a parent in a play session put forth
by this instrument is congruent with this definition.
The first subscale, Communication of Acceptance, ex-
amines the verbal acceptance-rejection of the child by the
parent. It is considered by the authors to be the "major
element in the communication of empathic feeling" (Stover,
et al., 1971, p. 261). As are the other subscales, this
is a five-point scale with the following range:
Level 5: Verbal Recognition and Acceptance of Feelings
Level 4: Verbal Recognition and Acceptance of Behavior
Only
Level 3: Social Conversation or No Conversation
Level 2: Slight or Moderate Criticism Stated or
Strongly Implied
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Level Is Persuades, Cajoles, Demands, Pushes, Inter-
rupts, Interferes in Child's Activity, In-
sists on New Activity.
The subscale of Parental Involvement is a "measure of
the adult's attention to and participation in the child's
activities" (Stover, et al., 1971, p. 263). The involvement
is not evaluated in terms of quality; it may be highly
directive or appropriately supportive. The levels of this
subscale are:
Level 5:
Level 4:
Level 3:
Level 2:
Level 1:
Fully observant of Child's Behavior
High Level of Attention
Marginal Attention
Partially Withdrawn or Preoccupied
Completely Preoccupied, or Self -Involved
,
or
Shut-Off
Each level of each subscale is followed by typical
responses obtained by the authors from codings of direct
observations of parents and children. Appendix F includes
a complete version of the instrument. It must be noted
that for the purpose of this investigation, the levels of
the scales were reversed. This was done to maintain a
direct relationship between scores and relative empathy so
that high scores reflect a high level of empathy. Original-
ly, the authors designed the scale so that high levels of
empathy obtained .low scores
.
Reliability and validity of the Empathy Scale . Reliability
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was established by Stover, et al., for each of the subscales
comprising the total empathy score. Six pairs of coders
independently rated seven to ten play sessions of twenty
to thirty minutes each. The reliability correlations for
highest expression of Communication of Acceptance was from
.48 to
.98, the median being .91. The range for lowest ex-
pression of Communication of Acceptance was from .78 to
.99, the median being .93. The range for Allowing Self-
Direction was from .52 to
.96, the median being .89. The
range for Parental Involvement was .73 to .96, the median
being .89.
Concurrent and construct validity were also determined
by the authors. For concurrent validity, two independent
raters, one using the current scale and one using the scale
from which the present one was revised (Guerney, Stover, and
DeMe.rritt, 1968) rated seven mother-child, pairs in twenty
minutes of free-play interaction. The total empathy scores
obtained by the present scale were correlated with the
empathy scores of the original measure. The Pearson product-
moment correlation was .85, which is significant at the ,005
level for a two-tail test.
Construct validity was determined in a study of 51 mothers
in a filial therapy training program where they were trained
in Rogerian play therapy techniques. The scales were
utilized to code a pre-training free-play session, and free-
play sessions after the first and third training sessions.
The authors stated that "if the scales reflect the changes
v/hich the training is designed to produce, it would provide
evidence suggesting the validity of the scales" (Stover,
et al., 197.1, p. 267). The changes on each subscale score
and the average empathy score between the pre-trainina and
the first post-training score were significant at p<.0005.
Between the first and the third post-training sessions the
changes were significant from p'.025 to p<.0005. Thus the
validity of the scales is suggested.
Selection
,
training and reliability of raters for
behavioral measures
. Two independent raters v/ere hired
to view the videotapes in order to establish unbiased rat-
ing of the parent behaviors. Both were thirty-six year-
old, female, college graduates, married, with pre-school
and school age children. Both raters had background in
education and each had some communication training.
The training for this investigation consisted of five
hours of viewing and reviewing fifteen two-minute video-
taped segments of parent-child interaction with detailed
discussion of behaviors in relation to the Empathy Scale.
Interrater reliability was determined by having the
raters independently rate four videotapes of parent-child
interaction in the unstructured play-situat.ion used in
the pre- and post-tapinas of the subjects. These tapes
were of parents with children who were not included in the
sample, or of parents and children not included in the study.
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The material upon which reliability was determined was
identical in nature to that of the study.
The tapes totaled twenty-seven two-minute segments.
The reliability on each subscale of the Empathy Scale
was determined by percentage of agreement. On the Com-
munication of Acceptance subscale the percent agreement on
both Highest and Lowest levels was 92,3?4. On both the
Allowing Self -Direction and Parent Involvement subscales
the percent agreement v/as 85.2%. Out of 108 judgments
made by the raters, they disagreed 12 times. The average
percent agreement was 88.8%.
The raters were naive as to the purpose of the study.
They did not know that the parents were involved in train-
ing programs and therefore they had no notion that the tapes
were either pre- or post-training. The tapes were presented
for rating in such a way that the same parent. was not rated
successively and that parents from the two groups v/ere inter-
spersed. A code number v/as given each tape and they v/ere
rated anonymously.
After interrater reliability v/as established, each
tape cf the pre- and post-training play sessions was scored
independently by each rater. An overall 92.5 a> agreement
existed in this procedure. When disagreement occurred, the
raters subsequently determined the final score by concensus.
Scoring of behavioral measurement instrument. As the
videotapes were viewed by the raters, scores were determined
AH
at two-minute intervals. The raters scored each two-
minute segment on four, five-point scales: Highest Level
of Communication of Acceptance, lowest level of Communi-
cation of Acceptance, most characteristic level of Allow-
ing Self
-Direction
,
and most characteristic level of
Parental Involvement. In the latter two dimensions, if
the behaviors seemed to fall equally in more than one level
and a most characteristic level was difficult to determine,
the raters were to give preference to the higher level.
Dividing the videotapes into seven two-minute intervals and
scoring each interval on four scales resulted in twenty-
eight judgments made for each tape.
To determine the score for the subscale Communication
of Acceptance, the segment scores for the highest and lowest
levels were added and averaged. For the scores of the other
subscales, the two-minute segment scores were added. The
higher the score, the higher the level of empathy.
Written Measurement
Hypothesis II predicted that the Microtraining group
would demonstrate 'greater change than the discussion group
between pre- and post-training scores on the Parent Response
Questionnaire as assessed by the Parent Training Taxonomy.
Development of written measurement . The Parent Response
Questionnaire (PRQ.) was adapted from Guzsetta's (1976) Parent
Training Questionnaire designed for parent-adolescent
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interaction. Since the focus of this program was on interac-
tion with young children, the questionnaire was appropriately
revised. Each form of the questionnaire consisted of ten
situations which a young child might present to a parent.
The parent was instructed to write down what they thought
would be the ideal initial verbal response to give the child.
The purpose of the questionnaire was to evaluate the
subject's knowl edge of empathic parenting responses, not
necessarily to indicate the subject's behavior. Examples
from the questionnaire follow, and the complete versions
can be found in Appendix F.
Seven-year-old Y comes into the house crying,
runs to parent's arms and says, 'D isn't my
friend anymore and won't let me play.'
Parent
:
Parent has told six-year old to stop watching
TV and go to bed. The child says, 'It's not
fair. Y gets to stay up later! You are
really mean and I hate you!’
Parent:
A three-year-old of a divorced family, while
driving in the car with the parent, says
sadly, 'A little child needs a daddy and
a mommy .
'
Parent:
The examples were gleaned from anecdotes told to the
investigator by parents or from the investigator's own
experience. They were designed to cover a range of emotions
including pride, anger and sadness, and a variety of
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situations including sibling rivalry, divorce, death and
competition. The examples were free from sexual bias since
they were all stated in asexual ways.
Administration of written measurement
. The Parent
Response Questionnaire was given to each parent as they
finished the pre-training videotaping session. They were
asked to complete it at home and bring it to the next group
session. The instructions were reviewed with each parent
and they were encouraged to not spend more than thirty
minutes filling it out. Group I was given Form A as the
pre-test and Group II was given Form B. At the end of the
last post-training session each group was given the opposite
form for the post-training measurement. One-half hour was
allotted for this.
Correlation of written measurement forms . An error of
judgment was made in the administration of this measurement.
Had each group been divided in half, and each half given
one of the two forms, then comparability of the forms
would not have been required. However, counterbalancing
of the forms in that manner would have required that the
group members not discuss the items with one another over '-he
month of training and it was believed by the investigator
that this would be very difficult to accomplish. Nevertheless,
the lengthy correlation process would have been avoided.
A questionnaire mixing the two forms together was ad-
ministered to thirty parents not involved in this study.
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The combined forms were independently rated by the investi-
gator and a trained rater with an 83% agreement in cate-
gorizing the parent responses according to the Parent
Response Taxonomy. When disagreement occurred, the in-
vestigator and rater determined the categorization by
concensus
.
The Parent Response Taxonomy was comprised of eight
categories which are discussed and described in detail in
the next section of chis chapter. After categorization, the
responses to Forms A and B were compared. Table 2:6
illustrates the frequency of responses in each category on
the two forms
.
A chi square analysis v/as applied to determine any sig-
nificant difference between responses to Form A and Form B.
2
The result of x =4.625 with df=7 yielded a p value of less
than .80. Thus, no significant difference was found between
the responses to Forms A and 3 and they can be considered
comparable measures of parent responses to children's
problems, based on this analysis.
Table 2:6
PARENT RESPONSE TAXONOMY
CATEGORIES 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
FORM A 21 32 22 183 20 14 5 3
FORM B 25 22 26 176 25 19 3 4
Total x = 4.625
df = (rows-1) ( columns- 1
)
= 7
p > .80 ———
S2
In addition, values were assigned to each category to
determine an overall score for each subject. Responses in
category 1 were given a value of 6 points, category 2,
5 points, category 3, 4 points, down to category 6 which
received 1 point. Categories 7 and 8, which included non-
categorizable responses (total = 8), and no response
(total = 7), were not given points.
The final PRQ score was determined by adding the
points attributed to each response. The Pearson product-
moment correlation was applied to the scores on Forms A
and B„ A correlation of +.96 resulted. This again demon-
strates that the forms are highly correlated and can be
considered comparable measures of parent responses.
Development of written measurement assessment tool . The
Parent Response Taxonomy, designed to assess the written
responses was a composite of response categories gleaned
from four other sources: Ivey's Microcounseling Taxonomy
(1976), Stover, Guerney and O'Connell's Empathy Scale (1971),
Reif and Stollak's categories for adult behavior (1972)
and Thomas Gordon's '‘Typical Twelve" parent responses
(1970)
.
In developing categories of empathic responses, items
from Ivey's Microcounseling Taxonomy (1976) were used.
Reflection of feelings, paraphrasing and open invitation
to talk were included. As well, the two highest levels
of empathic communication from Stover, Guerney and O'Connell's
subscale of Communication of Acceptance were incorporated:
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Verbal Recognition and Acceptance of Feelings, and Verbal
Recognition and Acceptance of Behavior.
Reif and Stollak's (1972) categories for adult be-
havior offered refinement for operationalizing the items
in the most empathic categories. Examples of Reflection
of Verbal Content, Reflection of Feelings, and Reflection
of Motor Activity were considered.
The non-empathic categories included in the Taxonomy
were gleaned from the well developed examples offered by
Thomas Gordon (1970) as the "Typical Twelve" parental
i
responses to children’s problems and from the lowest levels
of Communication of Acceptance on the Empathy Scale (Stover,
1971)
.
The "Typical Twelve" are examples of non-empathic
responses manifesting either covert or overt rejection of
the child's feelings and/or behaviors and statements. The
twelve categories are: Ordering, directing, commanding;
Warning, admonishing, threatening; Exhorting, moralizing,
preaching; Advising, giving solutions or suggestions;
Lecturing, teaching, giving logical arguments; Judging,
criticizing, disagreeing, blaming; Praising, agreeing;
Name- calling, ridiculing, shaming; Interpreting, analyzing,
diagnosing; Reassuring, sympathizing, consoling, supporting
Probing, questioning, interrogating; and, Withdrawing,
distracting, humoring, diverting (Gordon, T,, 1971, pp. 41-
44 ) .
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The two lowest levels of Communication of Acceptance
(Stover, et al., 1971) were Slight or Moderate Criticism
Stated or Strongly Implied, and Argumentative, "Preaching,"
Openly Rejecting Feelings or Behavior, Abusive Language.
The investigator placed these non-empathic responses from
Gordon and Stover into three categories covering overt and
covert rejection of feelings and behaviors.
Finally, one category v/as a combination of acceptance
and direction. In this instance the parent would both
recognize and accept the child's feelings, statements, or
behaviors and would also provide some guidance, redirection
or problem solving.
The final Parent Response Taxonomy developed for this
investigation includes eight categories. They are listed
below.
Category 1: Recognition and Acceptance of Feelings . Re-
flection, restatement, paraphrasing or interpretation of
child's verbally or non-verbally expressed feelings. The
child's feelings are the primary focus of the parent's
communication
.
Category 2: Recognitio n and Acceptance of Behavior or
Verbal Content and/or Onen Invitation to Talk . Re f 1ection
,
restatement", or paraphrasing of what the child has said;
description of child's behavior; invitation to talk.
Category 3: Recognition and Acceptance of Feelings ,
Statements, or Behavi ors~~wi th Redirection of Behavior or
other Solution to Prob 1cm . Reflection, restatement, para-
phrasing or interpretation of child's verbally or non-
verbally expressed feelings, or child's behavior or state-
ments, accompanied with redirection of the child's behavior
or other problem solving statement.
Category 4: Covert Rejection of Feelings and Behaviors.
Feelings, behavior", or” statements are not acknowledged. They
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are avoided or ignored through any of the following
responses: Advising, giving solutions; Praising, agree-
ing; Reassuring
,
sympathizing
,
consoling, supporting;
Lecturing, teaching, giving logical explanations; Question-
ing, probing, interrogating; Withdrawing, distracting,
humoring, diverting.
Category 5: Overt Rejection of Behavior
. The child's
behavior is overtly rejected through any of the following
responses: Ordering, directing, commanding; Warning, ad-
monishing, threatening; Exhorting, moralizing, preaching.
Category 6: Overt Rejection of Chil d or Child's
Feelings . The child or the child's feelings are overtly
rejected through any of the following responses: Judging,
criticizing, blaming; Name-calling, ridiculing, and sham-
ing; Interpretating, analyzing, diagnosing; Spanking, hitting,
slapping; Swearing.
Category 7: Miscel l aneous . Any responses which, in
no way, can fit into the above categories.
Category 8 : No response .
The complete Parent Response Taxonomy is included in
Appendix H and each category is illuminated with several
examples of responses a parent might give.
Selection, training, and reliabil Lty^of raters , The
Parent Response Questionnaires were administered anonymously,
each one identified by a code number. However, as addi-
tional protection from any bias of the investigator, an
independent rater was hired to code each questionnaire, as
well. The same rater coded the combined PRQ's for the
correlation of Forms A and B.
The rater was a thirty-one year old female college
graduate, with a background of liberal arts and education.
A mother of two children, she was familiar with Thomas
Gordon's Parent Effectivenes s Training (1970) and actively
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involved with parent education for parents of infants and
toddlers
.
After four hours of training in the use of the Taxonomy
and two hours of practice on pilot questionnaires, the
•^^ter and the investigator attained an 86% aareernent in
categorizing the parent responses.
The Parent Response Questionnaires were then rated
independently and an 81% agreement was maintained. When
disagreement occurred, a category was determined by con-
census
.
Follow-Up Interview
'Without predicted results, a follow-up interview was
included in the investigation to explore the subjects' im-
pressions and reported usefulness of the parent education
programs
.
Design of the interview . ' The interview was designed
to take place over the telephone and to last approximately
fifteen minutes. It began with seven open-ended questions
geared at gleaning 1) an overall evaluation of the program,
2) specific learnings acquired by the subject, 3) applica-
tion of learnings in the parent-child interaction, and 4)
specific feedback, both positive and negative, about the
programs. A major question was, "If you were to list the
most important things you got out of participating in this
parenting program, what would be the top things on your
list?" This was followed by probing questions for clarifi-
cation and examples of application. The complete interview
can be found in Appendix I.
The open-ended questions were followed by thirteen
statements requiring a rating from 1 to 5 depending on
their veracity in relation to each subject's experience.
For example, the statement "I enjoyed the parenting pro-
gram" would receive a rating of 1 if it were not at all
applicable to the subject, or a rating of 5 if it were very
much applicable to the subject.
The statements were designed to give an indication of
the overall evaluation of the program and to measure the im-
pact of the program. They began with generalities such as
the example given above and were followed by more specific
statements related to the content of the programs such as
"Before the parenting program, I communicated as much re-
cognition and acceptance of my children's feelings as I do
now."
Administration of the interview . An independent inter-
viewer was hired. She was a 25 year-old single mother who
had completed three years of liberal arts college education.
She was actively involved in a parent-toddler program and
sympathetic to the need for parent-education programs.
The training included an hour's review of the inter-
view procedure and two practice phone interviews with the
investigator after which the interviewer was given feedback.
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The interviewer took notes during her conversations with the
participants and rewrote them prior to submitting them to
the investigator.
The interviews were conducted over a two-week period
six to seven weeks after the programs ended. The interviews
lasted from five to thirty minutes, most taking twenty to
thirty minutes. In order that the interviewer could make
sense of the various responses made by the participants,
she was informed that the study involved parents from two
different parent education programs. However, she was naive
as to which group the individual participants belonged and
to the hypothesized results of the investigation. The in-
terviewer was a stranger to all of the participants.
The order of the subjects contacted was determined by
the interviewer and was based on availability of the sub-
jects. A few were contacted during the daytime but most
were called in the evening.
Assessment of i nterview data
. Assessment of the inter-
view data involved two separate processes: categorization
%
of open-ended responses and scoring of the rated statements.
The scoring of the twelve statements was conducted in
the following manner. In order that a high score would in-
dicate a positive response to the program, the ratings of
the negative statements were reversed, i.e., if a subject
gave a rating of 1 (not at all, or not true) to the state-
ment, "I have forgotten what I learned in the parenting
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program," the score given v/ould be 5 . A rating of 2 would
generate a score of 4, and a rating of 3 would remain the
same. In the opposite direction, a rating of 5 (very much,
very true) would generate a score of 1, and 4 would be
scored with a 2.
The ratings of the positive statements received a score
of the same value. For example, for the statement "I en-
joyed the parenting program," a rating of 4 would receive
a score of 4.
The scores of the twelve statements, plus the overall
rating of the program given for item 13 were added together
to produce the overall Impact and Evaluation score. The pos-
sible range was between 13 and 65 points.
Categorization of open-ended responses was a more lengthy
and detailed process. The open-ended questions were designed
to elicit feedback from the participants concerning the
programs, and to determine what they felt they had learned.
The feedback responses were divided into categories of
positive and negative evaluation and covered the areas of 1)
process, 2) content, and 3) structure of the programs.
The reported learnings were determined to be either ac-
quired or transferred learnings, which covered the areas of
1) attending behaviors, 2) response to the child's verbal
content and behaviors, 3) response to feelings of parent
and child, 4) problem solving and limit setting, and 5)
parent's feelings of reassurance and support.
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The methodology for examining the reported outcomes and
the feedback shall be discussed separately; first the re-
ported outcomes, followed by the evaluations.
Each reported outcome was labeled an acquired or
transferred learning. The differentiation between acquired
and transferred learnings was determined by whether or not
an example of application of the learning was given. The
interviewer specifically asked for examples and if one
was not given it was assumed there was acquisition but no
transfer of the skill. For example, the following comment
was given without an example of application.
I learned more about conversation with
children, about real communication.
This was considered an acquired learning; even though
changes in the communication with the child may have oc-
curred, the parent did not report any specific examples.
A transferred learning is exemplified as follows:
I learned to get down on her level ... .When
.it's time for her to go to school in the
morning it used to be a big hassle. She is
uncooperative and wants to finish watching
Captain Kangaroo. Now I go and sit on her
bed with her and wait for a pause and say,
'It's time, to go, let's turn off the TV.'
It works much better than ordering her and
not being on her level.
The five categories into which the reported learnings
fell are outlined and exemplified below:
I. ATTENDING BEHAVIORS.
A. Eye contact/observation : Looking at the child,
child's expression.
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Examples: "I learned to watch faces and other non-
verbal cues... to use good eye-con tact .. .1 watch
the expression on their faces... get eye-to-eye."
B. Body posture/closeness/same level: Moving to be
rear the child, on the child's level.
Examples: "When I move to his level and closer,
my head is clearer and my language is more like
his.... I learned to get down on my child's
level ... .Mow I go and sit beside her on the
bed instead of ordering her from the other room."
C. Tracking/following the child's lead: Staying on
the child's topic in conversation, letting the
child effect the direction.
Examples: "When I- talk to him about nursery
school... I let him continue in his own direction
....I listen better by tracking. I didn't do
that before."
D. Listening or talking with child vs. giving im-
mediate solutions:
Examples: "I've improved in listening to what
they say.... I sympathized though I knew no solu-
tion....! learned to listen more than just giv-
ing first responses....! talked it over with her
rather than just telling her to wear it."
II. RESPONSE TO VERBAL CONTENT OR BEHAVIOR OF CHILD.
A. Specific vs. general responses: Parent responds
to details of content or behavior rather than in
generalities
.
Examples: "I learned to say exactly what
pleases or displeases me, not just general com-
ments like, 'Wonderful! '... .1 used to make gen-
eral comments like, 'That's nice,' now I'm more
specific .
"
B. Descriptive vs. evaluative responses: Parent
describes what is seen or heard rather than
evaluating it.
Examples: "I learned to describe situations....
Often a problem is solved by describing what is
going on. It's more effective to say, 'I see
you have lots of toys on the floor,
'
than getting
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angr y a ^ou t i t • . • . I don ' t cal 1 things ' good '
or 'bad* anymore."
C. Reflection of verbal content/behavior: Reflec-
tion, restatement, or paraphrasing what the child
has said or reflection of child '
s
"activity
.
Examples: "Empathy includes .. .ref lection of what
the other person is doing If my child talks
about something new that I can't understand, I
repeat what she says back to her and it helps."
III. RESPONSE TO FEELINGS OF CHILD AND PARENT.
A. Identification of child's feelings: Parent re-
ports increased awareness of or sensitivity to
the child's feelings.
Examples: "I am now aware of my children's
feelings....! learned not to deny my children's
feelings....! take more time to see how she
feels or reacts.... I thought she was really
hurt."
B. Reflection of child's feelings: Parent reports
verbal acknowledgment of child’s feelings.
Examples: "I know you're very upset. .. .It '
s
tough being one of four boys in a class of
fourteen girls.... I understand you are feeling
frustrated ... .You ' re pretty angry with me."
C. Interpretation of Meaning: Parent interprets
child's intention or feelings or experience
from statements or behaviors.
Examples: "I learned a new way to see rny
daughter; to see what she means, not just
what she says..,, ..I learned to interpret
what my children say. I learned that things
totally unimportant to me are very important
to them."
D. Expression of own feelings, assertion: Parent
states own feelings or position.
Examples: "It's sometimes better to honor
oneself... I let him know I v/as angry....
I
learned that I need to respect myself more and
stand up for myself.... If I'm grumpy I tell
him I'm tired and irritable."
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IV. PROBLEM SOLVING AND LIMIT SETTING.
A. Identification of ownership of the problem:
Parent reports awareness of whether a problem
is the child's or the parent's.
Examples: "We've realized that the problem
of sitting down at supper all together v/as ours,
not hers."
B. Limit setting and problem solving: Parent ex-
presses learnings related to defining and main-
taining boundaries on behavior
;
expresses new
approach to problem solving.
Examples: "I will not give in to all of his
tyrannical demands, though I will sometimes, and
I expect him to give in to mine sometimes....
I am glad to, learn the futility of discipline,
I don't like to be the authoritarian. Nov/
instead of ordering her to get ready I tell her
she has fifteen minutes to get ready and that she
can do it in that time or stay home."
V. REASSURANCE OR COMFORT.
A. Parent expresses a sense of reassurance, support,
or comfort derived from the group experience.
Examples: "I liked having another parent in
the group who shared many of my ideas.... I'm not
alone in feeling frustrated....! was relieved to
hear problems others have ... .Parenting is not
lonely--others have problems, too."
The reported learnings of both groups were placed in
these categories. A comparison of the frequency of re-
ported learnings in the various categories from the two
groups was undertaken. As well, the frequency of acquired
versus transferred learnings was measured and compared.
The feedback data were of positive and negative nature
and fell into the areas of structure, content, and process
of the groups. The structure feedback included issues of
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time, place, and cost of the programs. The content feed-
back covered the skills, materials, and issues presented
in the groups. Feedback on process dealt with design of
the programs, group climate and leadership issues. Specific
examples of positive and negative feedback in these various
areas follow:
I . STRUCTURE
I liked: The cost—inexpensive
;
the length of time
the program lasted; the cozy setting; the
weekly meetings; the tea.
I would have liked: The program to have been longer;
bigger chairs.
II. CONTENT
I liked: The philosophical base; the new perspec-
tives; skills helpful when communication
is bad; the answers from the group and
the facilitator; the book; the booklet;
the importance of empathy.
I would have liked: a booklist; more discussion
of the book; to learn to de'al with stub-
bornness; more formal literature; de-
finite guidelines; more PET stuff.
III. PROCESS
A. Leadership
I liked: Liz,, the leader, the facilitator; the
balance between facilitator and partici-
pants; skill in sharing and running the
group; the facilitator modeling be-
haviors and sharing own failures.
I would have liked: Less interaction with the
leader; stronger, deeper presentations
;
less facilitator/students approach.
B. Group climate, interaction
I liked: Informal, open, comfortable; parents
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sharing; meeting people; trust quickly
developed; the way people related to
each other.
I would have liked: More perfect attendance; more
examples from parents; all couples; more
interaction with members; to feel more
comfortable, to know the people.
C. Design, organization
I liked: The .organization
,
structured but flexible;
experiential design; combination of learn-
ing skills and talking about problems; role
playing; small group discussions; video
aid
.
I would have liked: Less diverse age range of
children; less wasted time; role play-
ing; faster pace; shorter lectures; better
coverage of "problem solving;" more time
to discuss problems at home.
The frequency of positive and negative responses in
each category was determined and compared. As well, a sub-
jective analysis of the feedback responses is undertaken in
Chapter IV.
Summary . In this chapter the parent education programs
including sample solicitation, group characteristics, and
treatment design have been discussed . The research methodology
with stated hypotheses and the development, administration , •
and scoring procedures for the measurements was detailed.
The results and analysis of the investigation follows in
Chanters III and IV.
CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Introduction
In this chapter the results of the behavioral and writ-
ten measurements used in this investigation are reported.
The data from the Follow-Up Interviews of the subjects of
each group are analyzed and presented. A summary of the
findings concludes the chapter.
Hypothesis I
Hypothesis I predicted a greater gain by Group II,
the Microtraining group, than Group I, the Discussion
Group, on the Overall Empathy score of the behavioral re-
sponses as measured by the Empathy Scale (Stover, et al.,
1971).
The Mann-Whitney U test, a nonparametric statistical
test was employed for analysis of the data. This parti-
cular statistical test was chosen because of its applicabi-
lity to a small population with uneven numbers in the
groups. It is a measure of the comparative range and con-
tinuity of the scores and is considered one of the most
powerful nonparametric statistical tests "since... io
utilizes most of the quantitative information thac is in-
herent in. the data" (Runyon and Haber, 1972).
Table 3:1 gives the mean scores of Overall Empathy on
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the pre- and post-tests for Group I and Group II. The
mean change scores of each group, and the z scores result-
ing from calculation of between group differences and with-
in group differences, as well as calculation of differences
in change, are reported.
In order for significant difference to be obtained on
pretest scores the z score is calculated with a two— tail
test of significance and must be 1.95 or greater to yield
a p value of less than .05. The betv/een group post-test
scores and change scores, and the within group gains are
analyzed with a one-tail test of significance since hypotheses
concerning the direction of outcome have been previously
stated. In these cases, the z scores must be 1.65 or greater
to obtain a p value of .05 or less.
Table 3:1
GROUP MEANS FOR OVERALL EMPATHY.
HYPOTHESIS I
GROUP PRE-TEST X POST-TEST X CHANGE X WITHIN GROUP
ANALYSIS
I 74.28
'
74.72 .44 z ~ .13
P < -45
II 76.60 80.50 3.90 z = 1.25
P < -11
BETWEEN
GROUP z =
ANALYSIS P <« 58 .
z = 1.67
p . 05
z = 1.59
p ^ .06
The comparison of pretest scores resulted in a z score
of . /5, yielding a p value of (.58 on a two-tail test of
significance. ihe z score is far below the necessary 1.95
to show significant difference between the groups. Thus,
Group I and Group II can be considered drawn from the same
population in relation to this measurement.
The post-test z score of 1.67 shows that Group II had
significantly higher scores than Group I, at p < .05, yet
the analysis of change within the two groups reveals no
significant change in either group. Group I yielded a
i
very low z score of .13 with a p value < .43. Group II
yielded a higher z score of 1*25 with a p valued .11, show-
ing greater change than Group I, though the change v/as not
significant
.
The hypothesis was stated as a comparison of the
changes occurring in the two groups. The analysis of the
change scores on the Overall Empathy ratings showed that
the Microtraining group did not gain significantly more
than the Discussion group, though the z score of 1.59 and
p value of < .06 approached the necessary level of signifi-
cance. Therefore, Hypothesis I is not supported; though
the difference in changes occurred in the predicted direc-
tion, the difference was not significant.
A closer examination of the behavioral changes of the
parents in the two- groups was executed through analysis of
the scores of the individual subscales of the Empathy
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Scale. It was predicted that the Micro training group, Group
II, would gain significantly more than the discussion group
on the scores of each subscale: i) Communication of Ac-
ceptance, ii) Allowing Self-Direction, iii) Parental In-
volvement
.
i ) Communication o f Acceptance . The Communication of
Acceptance subscale is primarily a measure of the parent's
verbal reflection of the child's feelings, behavior, and
verbal content. Comparison of the scores of this subscale
shows that the Microtraining group did not significantly
gain more than the Discussion group. The data related to
this subscale are found in Table 3:2.
Table 3:2
GROUP MEANS FOR COMMUNICATION OF ACCEPTANCE
HYPOTHESIS 1 (i)
GROUP PRE-TEST X POST-TEST X CHANGE X WITHIN GROUP
ANALYSIS
I 21.94 21.61 -.33 z = .13
p < .45
II 21.50 22.40 + .90 z = 1.81
p < .04
BETWEEN
GROUP
ANALYSIS
z = 1.56
P < - 14
z = .94
p < .18
z = 1.51
P < - 07
With the two-tail test of significance, the two groups
showed no significant difference in pretest scores with a
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z score of 1.55 and a p value of less than .12. The post-
test scores also showed no significant difference between
the groups but Group XI had slightly higher scores. The
comparison of the gains of the two groups revealed a z
score of 1.51 and a p value of' .07 on a one-tail test of
significance. VJithin-group change showed that the Micro-
training group made significant gains, z = 1.81 with a
p<.04, while the discussion group did not; z = .13 with a
p ^ 45 . However, Hypothesis I (.i) is not supported. Though
the Microtraining group did gain significantly, the dif-
ference between the groups was not significant.
ii) Allowing Self-Direction . The subscale Allowing
Self-Direction included both verbal and nonverbal behaviors
in the area of control or power exercised by the parent in
relation to the child. On the pretest scores of the two
groups, the z score was .69, and with a two -tail test of
significance the p value was less than .48, showing no
significant difference between the groups.
Table 3:3 shoves the data for this subscale.
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Table 3:3
GROUP MEANS FOR ALLOWING SELF-DIRECTION
HYPOTHESIS I )
GROUP PRE-TEST X POST-TEST X CHANGE X WITHIN GROUP
ANALYSIS
I 25.67 25.89 + .22 z = .18
p < .43
II 2 7.10 28.10 + 1.00 z = .64
P < *24
BETWEEN
GROUP
ANALYSIS
z = .69
p <[ .48
z = 1.35
P < .09
z = 1.02
P < *16
The mean change scores of .22 for Group I and 1.00 for
Group II show that the Microtraining group did
,
in fact,
make greater gains than did the Discussion group, but analy-
sis of the change shows no statistically significant dif-
ference between the two groups. The comparison of change
resulted in a z score of 1.02 and a p value of less than
.16. As well, the gains made within the groups were not
significant. Therefore', though the gains were made in the
predicted direction, they were not significant and Hypothesis
I (ii) is not supported.
iii ) Parental Involvement . The subscale of Parental
Involvement is primarily a measure of nonverbal behaviors
reflecting the attention and participation of the parent.
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The Microtraining group showed significantly higher pretest
scores than the discussion group v/ith a z score of 2.41
which yields a p value of less than .02 on a tv/o-tail test
of significance
.
Group II maintained higher scores than Group I shov/ing
a post— test z score of 1. / 1 and a p value of <.05. However
,
analysis of the gains made in each group reveals that the
Microtraining group did not gain significantly more than
the discussion group. The data are shown in Table 3:4.
Table 3:4
GROUP MEANS FOR PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT
HYPOTHESIS I (iii)
GROUP PRE-TEST X POST-TEST X CHANGE X WITHIN GROUP
ANALYSIS
I 26.67 27.22 + .33 z = .84
P < -21
II 29.00 30.00 + 1.0 z = .42
P < .34
BETWEEN
GROUP
ANALYSIS
z = 2.41
p < . 02
z = 1.71
p < . 05
z - .20
P <-43
The comparison of changes occurring in the two groups
resulted in a low z score of .20 which yields a p value
of <.43. Neither group made significant gains in this area
nor was the difference between the groups significant.
Hypothesis I (iii) is not supported.
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^H£2P.arY of resul ts of.. Hypothesis I
. The measurement of
behavioral changes using the Empathy Scale applied to parent
behaviors in play sessions with their children showed that
the Microtraining group made slight but consistent gains
over the discussion group. However, the Micro training group
did not gain significantly more than the discussion group in
any area. The only area in which either group showed signi-
ficant gains was in Communication of Acceptance, shown by
the Micro training group.
Hypothesi s II
Hypothesis II predicted greater gains in Group II than
Group I on the score of the Parent Response Questionnaire as
measured by the Parent Response Taxonomy.
The Parent Response Questionnaire was designed to elicit
parents' knowledge of empathic responses to children's prob-
lems. The responses of the subjects to the • situations pre-
sented on the questionnaire were categorized according to
the Parent Response Taxonomy and given a rating from 1 to 6.
The categories and ratings are detailed in Chapter II. The
\
ratings were added together to produce the individual's
PRQ score.
The pretest scores of the two groups were analyzed
usinq the Mann-Whitney U test to determine whether or not
the groups were initially comparable. The z score of .73
with a p value of less than .46 using the two-tail test,
demonstrates no significant difference between the groups.
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Table 3:5 shows the pertinent data related to this hypothesis
.
Table 3:5
GROUP MEANS FOR PARENT RESPONSE QUESTIONNAIRE
HYPOTHESIS II
GROUP PRE-TEST X POST-TEST X CHANGE X WITHIN GROUP
ANALYSIS
I 32.22 45.44 12.22 z = 1.86
P < .04
II 33.10 47.40 14.30 z = 2.49
p < .007
BETWEEN
GROUP
ANALYSIS
z - ,73
p < * 46
z = .37
P < -36
z = .49
P < .32
Though the mean change score for Group II, 14.30, was
slightly higher than that of Group I, 12.22, the comparison
of gains of the two groups showed no significant difference.
The z score was .49 with a p value of ^ .32, using a one-
tail test of significance. Therefore, Hypothesis II v/hich
predicted greater gain in Group IT. is not supported.
However
,
both Group I and II showed significant gains
from pretest to post-test scores. The mean score of Group
I rose from 33.22 to 45.44 resulting in a z score of 1.36
and a p value of <.04. Group II mean score rose from 33.10
to 47.40 resulting in a z score of 2.49 and a p value of
<.007.
The conclusion is that both groups gained significantly
in knowledge of empathic responses to children's problems as
measured by the Parent Response Questionnaire and assessed
by the Parent Response Taxonomy. However, the Microtrain-
ing paradigm was not substantially more effective in trans-
mitting this knowledge than was the discussion group paradigm.
In order to evaluate the nature of the change shown in
the pretests and post-tests of the Parent Response Question-
naire, the distribution of the responses over the eight
categories is shown in the bar graph of Figure 3:1.
The bar graph illustrates that the major change in both
groups is from Category 4, Covert Rejection of Feelings and
Behaviors, to Category 1, Recognition and Acceptance of
Feelings, and Category 3, Recognition and Acceptance of
Feelings, Statements, or Behaviors and Redirection of Be-
havior or other Solution to Problem. Thus, the change
shows an increased sensitivity to the thoughts, feelings
and actions of the child and communication of that sensi-
tivity to the child, i.e., an increase in empathic communi-
cation .
Follow-Up Interview
The follow-up interview was made of questions requiring
open-ended responses and statements requiring ratings on a
sca.10 from 1 to 5. Organization and analysis of the data
obtained in these two ways will be handled separately.
Open-ended questions . The open-ended questions were
designed to elicit a report from each parent concerning what
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they learned in the program and to obtain feedback: concern-
ing the positive and negative aspects of the program. The
reported learnings will be discussed prior to the feedback.
Ihe responses to the open-enaed questions regarding
what the subjects had learned were divided into acquired and
transferred learnings. Acquired learnings were any reported
learning; transferred learnings were a type of acquired
learning which were accompanied with an example of applica-
tion to the parent-child interaction.
Organization of the data showed that Group I reported
a total of 21 acquired learnings, 13 of which were accompanied
by examples reflecting transference to the parent-child in-
teraction.
Group II reported a total of 32 acquired learnings,
16 of which were accompanied by examples, suggesting
transference. Table 3:6 lists the categories of learnings
and the frequency of acquired and transferred learnings
reported in each category by each group.
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Table 3:6
CATEGORIZATION OF REPORTED LEARNINGS
FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
CATEGORY GROUP I GROUP II
Attendinq Behaviors: A T A T
1) Eye contact/observation 1 0 5 1
2) Body posture-closeness/level 2 1 3 2
3) Tracking/following lead 0 0 3 1
4) Listening vs. giving solutions
_2 _0 J5 _3
Response to Verbal Content/Behavior
:
5 1 16 7
5) Specific vs. General 0 0 3 3
6) Descriptive vs. Evaluative 0 0 2 1
7) Reflection of content/behavior 0 0 2 0
- —— —
Response to Feelings:.
8) Identification of child's
0 0 7 4
feelings 2 1 5 2
9) Reflection of feelings 6 ' 6 ' 2 2
10 ) Interpretation of meaning 2 1 0 0
11 Expression of own feelings
__3 _2 _2 _1
Problem Solvinq/Limit Setting:
13 10 9 5
I2)ldent. Ownership of Problem 1 1 0 0
13) Limit Setting/Problem Solving _2 _1 _0 __0
3 2 0 0
Total
A = Acquired Learnings
21 13 32 IS
T = Transferred Learnings
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When comparing the proportion of transferred learn-
ings to acquired learnings a chi square of 2.38 was obtained
which yields a p value of less than .20 using a two-tail
test of significance. Thus, neither group reported pro-
portionately more transferred learnings than the other.
Table 3:7 illustrates this comparison.
Table 3 :
7
PROPORTION OF TRANSFERRED TO ACQUIRED LEARNINGS
FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
GROUP I GROUP II
TRANSFERRED LEARNINGS 13 16
ACQUIRED LEARNINGS 21 32
x
2
= 2.38
p < .20
In order to determine any statistically significant dif-
ference in the distribution of learnings reported by each
group, a chi square analysis of the proportion of learnings
reported in each area ih relation to the total learnings
reported was performed. The results in Table 3:7 show that
betv/een the two groups, statistically significant differences
in proportion of reported .learnings was found in the areas
of Response to Verbal Content and Behavior where Group II
reported a significantly higher proportion of learnings,
and in Problem Solving and Limit Setting where Group I
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reported a higher proportion of learnings. In each of
these areas the opposite group reported no learnings at
all.
Table 3:8
COMPARISON OF PROPORTION
OF
REPORTED LEARNINGS IN EACH AREA
FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
AREA GROUP I GROUP II 2X P
1. ATTENDING
BEHAVIORS 5 16 1.65 <.20
2
,
RESPONSE TO
CONTENT/BEHAV
.
0 7 4.26 < .05
3. RESPONSE TO
FEELINGS 13 9 2,38 < .20
4. PROBLEM
SOLVING 3 0 4.21 <.05
Thus, the analysis of the reported learnings to this
point has examined the relative frequency and distribution
of the composite responses of each group over the four
areas of reported learnings. There appears to be no dif-
ference between the groups in the amount of acquired versus
transferred learnings suggesting that the groups equally
applied what they learned. What they reported to have
learned
,
however, does differ, witn Group I reporting
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proportionately more learnings in the area of Problem
Solving than Group IX, and Group II reporting proportionate-
ly more learnings in Response To Verbal Content and Behavior.
Within group analysis reveals that 61.9% of the learnings
reported in Group I was in the area of Response to Feelings,
and in Group II 50% of the learnings reported were in the
area of Attending Behaviors. Table 3:9 shows the within
group percentages of reported learnings.
Table 3:9
DISTRIBUTION OF REPORTED LEARNINGS
PERCENTAGE IN EACH AREA
FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
AREA OF LEARNING GROUP I GROUP II
Attending Behaviors 23.8% 50%
Response to Verbal Content/
Behaviors 0 21. 9%
Response to Feelings 61.9% 28. 1%
Problem Solving/Limits 14.3% 0
To complete the analysis of the data from this portion
of the follow-up interview, it is necessary to examine the
reported learnings of each subject in order to determine
whether the range and distribution of learning among the
individual participants differed between the two groups.
In other words, did all of the participants report relatively
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equal amounts of learnings or did only a few report great
quantities, and how did the groups compare on this dimension?
To answer this question a simple scoring procedure
was applied to each subject. For each person, an acquired
learning received one point and a transferred learning
received two points. These were added to give each person
a Reported Learning Score.
The Reported Learning Scores of the individuals in the
two groups were compared using the Mann-Whitney U test to
examine differences in range and continuity of the scores.
Group I had a range from one person reporting no learning
and a score of 0, to a score of 9, with a mean score of
5.22. Group II had a range of scores from 3 to 13 with a
mean score of 6.4. The z score of .37 yielded a p value
of -(.72 using a two-tail test of significance. Therefore,
no statistical difference between the two groups was found.
The groups showed similarity in range and distribution of
reported learnings among their participants.
The area of learning reported in Chapter II as Re-
assurance or Comfort is* considered separately since it is
less tangibly applied to parenting behaviors. Table 3:10
shows the comparative frequency of parents reporting a sense
of reassurance or comfort derived from the group experience.
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Table 3:10
COMPARATIVE FREQUENCY OF REPORTS
AREA OF REASSURANCE /SUPPORT
FOLLOW-UP INTER VIEW
GROUP I GROUP II
6 2
Six out of the nine participants in the discussion
group mentioned that they felt a sense of reassurance,
while only two of the ten in the Microtraining program
made such comments. This suggests that the discussion
group format is a more personal. ly supportive one.
The open-ended questions also elicited feedback from
the participants concerning the program. The feedback
data were organized into five areas detailed in Chapter
II. They are: Structure, Leadership, Group climate/
Interaction, Program design and Program content.
The frequency of positive and negative responses in
each area are reported below in Table 3:11. Both groups
reported proportionately similar amounts of positive and
negative responses toward the programs with Group I re-
porting 69% positive and 31% negative, and Group II report-
ing 60% positive and 40% negative comments. It can be
assumed then, that the participants in both groups were
primarily pleased with their programs and the members
in
the discussion group were somewhat more vocal about their re
actions and somewhat more pleased.
Table 3:11
DISTRIBUTION OF FEEDBACK RESPONSES
POSITIVE (+), NEGATIVE (-), and TOTAL (T)
• FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
1
STRUCTURE LEADERSHIP CLIMATE DESIGN CONTENT
+ T + T + T + T + T
I
6 6
12
9 2
11
14 6
20
5 3
8
13 4
17
II
1 1
2
5 1
6
r*
3 1
4
13 10
23
5 5
10
x
2
= 24.68
df - 4
p < .001
A chi square 'analysis of the distribution of the feed-
back responses over the five areas results in significant
2
difference between the two groups with x = 24.63 at
df = 4, yielding a p value of less than .001.
Upon examining the frequency of responses, it is apparent
that the nondirective discussion group focused their feedoack
primarily on the- areas of group climate/interaction and on
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program content, with strong positive response to both areas.
The more didactic, directive Microtraining group, however,
focused on program design with relatively equal frequency
of positive and negative comments.
The discussion group expressed desire for a longer
program, less participation by the leader, more group
interaction, role-play, more fathers to be included, less
diversity in ages of children discussed, and more in-
depth coverage of the readings. The same group strongly
expressed the strength of the program in the open, free
interaction and sharing by group members, and in the read-
ing materials. The trusting atmosphere, the skill of the
facilitator, the length, cost, and location of the program,
the organization of the program and materials, and the
scope of the issues covered were also seen as positive
aspects
.
The Microtraining group was most vocal in criticizing
the design of the program and the comments seemed to ex-
press frustration in having only "scratched the surface” in
the various areas covered. Requests for more time to dis-
cuss the techniques and how to apply them, more thorough
coverage of skills, and more "problem solving" reflected
this frustration. Criticisms of content expressed a need
for more specificity and more focus on individual problems.
This group found the strength of the program in the
role-plays, the organization and presentation of skills and
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communication techniques, the video aid, small group dis-
cussions and the pacing. The type of specific skills
learned and the leadership were also seen as strengths.
Rated statements . The second part of the follow-
up interviev; was a series of thirteen statements related
to the participants' experience in, and learning from,
the parent education programs. These statements were
rated by the subjects on a scale from 1 to 5 and an Im-
pact and Evaluation Score was determined for each person in
relation to the ranking given each statement. The scoring
procedure is detailed in Chapter II.
Table 3:12 lists the statements and the mean rank of
each group. Table 3:13 follows with the total mean for each
group. The Mann-Whitney U test was employed to examine dis-
parity between the scores of the two groups. The z score
obtained was .04, with a p value of <( .98, dramatically in-
dicating no significant difference between the two groups.
This suggests either insensitivity of the measurement or
that the two groups had similar response to their experiences
and similar impact in tprms of learning. In view of the
similar amount of transferred learning and positive feedback
reported previously, it could be assumed that, in facu
,
the measurement is accurate.
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Table 3:12
IMPACT AND EVALUATION STATEMENTS*
GROUP MEANS
FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
Now, for the following statements I would like you to rate your-
self on a scale from 1 to 5. One is the lowest, and 5 is the
highest. Think of 1 as meaning "Not at all," and 5 as "Very
much .
"
STATEMENT GROUP
I
1 MEANS
II
1. I enjoyed the parenting program 4.6 4.4
2. The program was irrelevant to my needs. 1.2 1.6
3. The program met my expectation. 3.7 4.1
4. I have forgotten what I learned. 1.2 1.9
5. I continue to use the skills I learned. 4.1 3.9
6
.
Before the program, I responded as much
to my children's feelings as I do now.
2.4 2.5
7. Since the program, I communicate more
recognition and acceptance of behavior.
3.9 3.9
8. Before che program, I stayed on the track
with my child as much as I do not.
2.9 2.6
9. Since the program, my child shares more -
in decision making.
3.3 3.4
10. Before the program, I was as attentive to
my child's reactions/behaviors as I am now.
3.0 2.8
11. Since the program, I engage in more activity
with my child.
2.4 2.7
12. Before the program, I was as satisfied with
my parenting ability as I am now.
2.3 2.5
13. If a friend were to ask you to recommend
the program by rating it on a scale from
1 to 5, what would your overall rating be?
4.7 4.3
Condensed version. The original statements are included
in Appendix G,
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Table 3:13
GROUP MEANS
OF
IMPACT AND EVALUATION SCORES
FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
GROUP I GROUP II z P
50.0 49.3 .04 < .98
Summary of results . The results show that effecting
change in empathic communication behaviors of parents in
play sessions with their children was not accomplished
through either short-term method of parent education in-
cluded in this investigation. However, the Microtraining
paradigm showed promise as the more powerful of the two
approaches of showed significant gains in the area of
Communication and Acceptance,
Both forms of parent education were effective in trans-
mitting knowledge of communication of empathy as shov/n by
the large increase in the Parent Response Questionnaire
scores. The movement from Covert Rejection of Feelings
to Reflection of Feelings was especially strong. The Micro-
counseling paradigm, despite its directive nature, was not
more effective in increasing knowledge than the discussion
group method.
The fellow—up interviews revealed that both groups
had
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primarily positive feelings about the programs but were af-
fected by different aspects. The discussion group reacted
most strongly to the issues of group interaction and program
content, while the Microtraining group focused its feedback
primarily on program design.
The groups reported similar amounts of learnings and
similar proportions of transference to parent-child inter-
action. The areas of learning, however, differed somewhat.
The discussion group reported most frequently in the area of
Response to Feelings, and not at all in Response to Verbal
Content and Behavior. The Microtraining group reported most
frequently in Attending Behaviors and not at all in the area
of Problem Solving and Limit Setting.
The implications of these results, the limitations of
the investigation, and suggestions follow in Cnapter IV.
CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
In troduction
The purpose of this investigation was to measure the
effects of a directive short-term training program, Micro-
training, on the enhancement of empathic communication by
parents of young children. The investigation compared this
program with a nondirective discussion group. Behavior
and knowledge changes were measured, and feedback about the
programs was elicited from the participants. A discussion-
of the results, with the implications, limitations and recom-
mendations is included in this chapter.
Behavioral Change
The enhancement of empathic communication skills v/as
defined as increase in the ability of the parents to verbal-
ly and non-verbal ly communicate sensitivity to the feelings,
thoughts, and actions of the child. The definition v/as
operationalized using the Empathy Scale (Stover, et al.,
1971) in the following way: Verbal communication of empathy
was demonstrated by reflection of the feelings and behaviors
of the child. Nonverbal communication of empathy in the
play situation was operationalized by 1) following the child's
lead, and 2) showing a high level of involvement or attend-
ing, reflected in eye contact or observation or the child,
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and participation in the child's activities when appropri-
ate. These behaviors are supported in research and literature
as necessary and viable aspects of effective parenting
skills, contributing to psychosocial competence and general
well-being in children. Other effects suggested in the
literature are detailed in Chapter I.
The behavioral changes in this investigation were
measured in two ways: by videotaping and assessing pre-
and post-training play sessions between each parent and
one child, and by asking the parents, in a follow-up inter-
view, how their behavior had changed.
Results , It was hypothesized by the investigator
that the participants in Group II, the Micro training group,
would show significantly greater behavioral changes than
those in the discussion group. Though the Micro training
group showed higher gains in scores significant difference
was not found and the hypothesis was not proven. In only
one area was notable gain demonstrated by either group; the
Microtraining group showed significant increase on the
scores of the subscale Communication of Acceptance, which
measures the parent's verbal recognition and acceptance
of the child's feelings and behaviors.
Contributing factors . The greater gains which were
predicted for the Microtraining group may have failed to
occur for several reasons. In an attempt to make the program
applicable to a variety of parenting needs, it may have
addressed too many issues and behaviors for eight hours
of training. In comparison, Allen Ivey and Norma Gluckstern
proposed a "bare-bones" format of five, three-hour sessions
to learn similar skills in their Microcounseling training
and ideally they recommend spending thirty to sixty hours
(1974, p. 8). Thus, only superficial coverage of each of
the four areas, Attending Skills, Reflection of Behavior
and Verbal Content, Reflection of Feelings, and Problem
Solving, could be made. The negative comments related to
program design corroborate this conclusion. The partici-
pants felt a need for more depth, more practice, more
thorough learning of the skills.
In addition, failure to learn the skills could have
been caused by weakness in the training method. It is pos-
sible that the video models and role-play did not compensate
for the lack of supervised practice with children, as was
expected. Carkhuff and B.ierman (1970), in their empathy
training with parents attributed the lack of behavior
change in the play situation to the fact that the training
was carried out by practicing skills with other parents, and
children were not included in the learning process.
The programs which demonstrated success (Stover, Guerney,
and O'Connell, 1971, Stover and Guerney, 1967; Linden and
Stollak, 1969) did use direct interaction with children in
the training and it was geared to the play session behaviors.
Therefore, not only might the scope of the program have
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hindered the success in learning the skills, but weaknesses
in the Lr3.in.ing may 3lso hsve been factors.
The method or measurement could have contributed to the
failure to see behavioral change
. The Microtraining was
geared to normal parent-child interaction taking place primar-
ily in the home. The video models used in the training took
place in and out of the playroom. The examples used in
role-play focused primarily on home-based situations, and
the practice v/as carried out at home, not in the playroom.
Thus, the setting of the measurement may not have adequate-
ly reflected the natural setting of the use of the skills,
and therefore, the method of measurement may not have elicited
what the participants did learn. Carkhuff and Bierman (1970)
concur by suggesting that the experimental nature of the
play situation neutralizes the parent behaviors.
Limitations . Despite the deficiencies in, the program
and the method of measurement, the Micro training group
shov/ed consistent but slight gain over the Discussion group
in each area measured, and demonstrated significant increase
over its own pre-training scores in the area of Communication
of Acceptance. The implication that the Microtraining para-
digm shows greater promise than the discussion group approach
in enhancing empat’nic communication skills, if made at all,
must be viewed in the light of several limitations.
According to the reports made during the interviews, what
the two groups learned v/as different. The Microtraining group
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reported significantly greater learning in the areas of At-
tending Skills and Reflection of Verbal Content and Behavior,
while the discussion group reported greater learnings in
the areas of Reflection of Feelings and Problem Solving.
The importance of these skills to the einpathic communication
process and the applicability to the play sessions must be
considered in relation to the consistent, but small gains
made by the Microtraining group.
The recognition and acceptance of the child's feelings
is given the highest rating on the subscale of Communication
i
of Acceptance, implying that this skill in empathic communi-
cation is the most important or critical to the process.
Stover and Guerney state explicitly that "clarification of
feeling is a more empathic, subtle, and presumably therapeuti-
cally meaningful type of response, and one that is more dif-
ficult to master" (1967, p. 114).
This skill, reported by Group I as their primary learn-
ing, may have been less frequently applied to the play ses-
sion, not only because it was more difficult to master, but
because the situation itself may not have warranted its
use very often. Linden and Stollak suggest that since the
child rarely states his or her feelings outright, the use
of the skill may occur less often because it requires inter-
pretation of feelings from behavior (1969). It is also
possible that the play session itself did not elicit the
type of depth of feelings children would exhibit in day to
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day family interact.ion--the type of feelings covered in the
training sessions. Therefore, though the parents may have
learned this powerful and critical skill, they may have been
more successful in transferring it to the family situation
than to the play session.
In contrast, the skill of recognition and acceptance in
behavior only, is given less value on the subscale Communica-
tion of Acceptance but is found by researchers to occur more
frequently in play sessions than reflection of feelings
(Linden and Stollak, 1969; Reif and Stollak, 1972; Stover
and Guernev, 1967), To reflect back to the child what he
or she is saying or doing in a play situation is understand-
ably easier than determining and communicating feelings.
Therefore, the skill learned more effectively, according
to Group II members, could have been more easily applied to
the play interaction than the skill supposedly learned by
the Group I members. The Microtraining group was, therefore,
slightly more effective in communicating empathically in
the play session but the generalization of this finding must
be considered in the light of the limitations mentioned.
The other differences reported by the two groups could
also limit the implications. The slight but consistent
gains by the Microtraining group in each area may have been
a result of the fact that the group, according to self-
reports, gained a better grasp of the Attending Skills
than did the discussion group. In the subscales Allowing
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Self-Direction and Parental Involvement, attending be-
haviors such as following the child's lead or tracking,
and eye contact or observations of the child v/ere speci-
fically measured. The instrument was particularly sensi-
tive to these behaviors and would have registered any
change. On the other hand, the Problem Solving skills
which involved 1) identifying who "owned" the problem,
2) reflecting feelings, 3) making "I" statements, and
4) arriving at a mutually acceptable solution, was a
process not particularly demanded in the short play ses-
sion, nor easily measured by the Empathy Scale.
In summary, the overall slight gains and the signi-
ficant gain in the area of Communication of Acceptance
must be viewed in light of the nature of the play sessions,
the sensitivity of the instrument used for assessment,
and the generalizability of play session behaviors to
home-based interaction.
Knowledge Change
Results . Both groups demonstrated rather large gains
on their scores of the Parent Response Questionnaire, witn
Group I showing a mean gain of 12.22 points and Group II a
mean gain of 14.30 points. There was movement in Group I
from 61 responses in Category 4, Covert Rejection of the
Child’s Feelings, to 21 responses, and in Group II fi-om
59 responses to 21 responses.
In Category I, Reflection of Feelings, there was
increase in Group I from 1 response to 38 responses, and in
Group II from 13 responses to 46 responses. In category 3,
Reflection of Feelings and Redirection of Behavior, Group I
went from 7 to 17 responses and Group II from 6 to 17
responses
.
The increase in scores and the direction of change
toward the use of empathic communication skills, implies
that both methods of training were quite successful in .im-
parting the principles of empathic communication to the
parents. However, the statistical analysis of the differ-
ence in change showed that the Microtraining group did not
gain significantly more than the discussion group and
therefore the hypothesis was not proven.
Contributing factors . The factors common to both
programs which may have contributed to the relatively
equal success of this aspect of the program were 1) the
manuals given to both groups v/hich included examples of
empathic responses, 2) the high level of education of the
groups and prior training in related areas, 3) the small size
of the groups, allowing for response to individual questions
or misunderstandings, and 4) the basic simplicity of the
process.
The ways in which the two groups differed -were primarily
that 1) the discussion group had the opportunity to
read
Haim Ginott's Between Parent an^ Child (1965) which is
very
detailed and explicit in presenting empathic
communication
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concepts and examples, and to discuss this in relation to
their own problems and concerns in the group, 2) the Micro-
training group had the opportunity to practice the skills of
identifying the child's feelings in a variety of situations
and to form empat.hic responses to feelings in role-play
situations
.
It appears, then, that the characteristics of the
groups, the nature of the concept and the common reading
material, augmented in one group by further reading and
discussion, and in the other group by practicing the skills,
were equally effective in imparting the knowledge of
ernpathic communication as measured by the Parent Response
Questionnaire
,
Limiting factors . The implication of these findings
can only be generalized to other similar populations, and
the small size of the sample must also be considered as a
limitation on the generalizability of the results.
The validity of the results is limited by the re-
liability of the Parent Response Questionnaire over time.
Though the two forms wete tested for comparability, the
reactivity of the measurement is unknown.
In addition, the reliability of the Parent Response
Taxonomy is limited to the 82% agreement between the in-
dependent rater and the investigator. Though the taxonomy
was devised from scales for which greater reliability
has
been established (Stover, et al., 1971; Reif and
Stollak,
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1972; Ivey, 1976) no other test of reliability for this
taxonomy has been completed.
Follow-Up Interview
Results . The follow-up interview revealed that both
groups had primarily positive reactions to the training
programs. The discussion group's feedback was 69% positive
and the Microtraining group's was 60% positive. The two
groups responded to different aspects of the programs,
with the discussion group focusing largely on group dynamics
and program content, and the Microtraining group focusing
primarily on program design.
The negative responses of the discussion group were
relatively few, and were fairly evenly distributed over the
five areas of concern: structure, leadership, group climate,
program design and program content. The negative responses
of the Microtraining group however , were concentrated primar-
ily in the area of program design, arid came close to equal ling
the positive responses in that area.
Though the focus of this study was on behavior and
knowledge change, the importance of the emotional .impact of
the two programs must not be overlooked. Six out of the
nine discussion group members spontaneously commented that
the program had been supportive and gave them a sense of
reassurance and comfort. Only two of the ten memusro oi tne
Microtraining group made such comments during the interview.
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This implies that the discussion paradigm was a more per-
sonal approach ana had a greater positive effect on the
parents’ feelings about themselves.
The discussion group most frequently reported learnings
in the area of Reflection of Feelings (61.9%) and reported
significantly more learnings in the area of Problem Solving
and Limit Setting than did the Microtraining group. The
Microtraining group, however, reported most frequently in
the area of Attending Skills (50%) and significantly more
learnings in the area of Response To Verbal Content and
Behavior
.
The amount reported by the individuals was similar in
the two groups and the overall amount: reported was similar.
In addition, the proportion of examples showing transference
to the parent-child interaction was similar in each group.
The Impact and Evaluation scores of the two groups
calculated from the ratings given to the thirteen statements
at the end of the interview, were almost identical . The rat-
ings which fell between 2 and 4 suggest that the group did
not particularly see the statement as true or false for them.
The statements receiving mean ratings of two or below, or
four and above suggest stronger reactions. Examination of
these stronger scores suggests that the programs were en-
joyed, they were relevant to the needs of the participants,
and to a large degree met their expectations. The ratings
also imply that the members had not forgotten what they
They alsolearned and they continued to use the skills,
gave enthusiastic ratings to the overall program.
The statements which addressed specific changes in
behavior or feelings did not receive mean ratings below
two or above four (see Table 3:12). A mid-range rating
to the statements such as "Before the program I responded as
much to my children’s feelings as I do now," implies that
the behaviors did not change substantially. This is not
consistent with the self -perceptions shared on the more
open questions.
Contributing factors . The factors which contribute to
the viability of the interview results are 1) the anonymity
of the interviewer, 2) the design of the interview and the
scoring orocedure, and 3) the two—month interim between the
end of the program and the interview.
Hiring an interviewer who was unknown to the partici-
pants and who did not know the hypotheses of the study,
provided the opportunity for the participants to give
critical responses which might not have been shared with
the investigator, and contributed to an unbiased approach
on the part of the interviewer.
The interview was designed with opportunity for the
participants to give spontaneous responses to open-ended
questions and to give numerical ratings to closed
statements
Opportunity for both negative and positive feedback
was
offered. The interview was conducted over
the phone for
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convenience and was of a relatively short length for the
same reason.
The period of approximately two months between the
end of the program and the interview allowed the parti-
cipants time to use the skills and to judge the impact of
the program. The elapsed time increases the reliability
of the responses; at the least, retaining the information
covered in the programs is some indication that the
programs had impact on the participants. The emphasis on
actual examples of use of skills, and the additional weight
given these examples, is another safeguard against in-
accurate self-perceptions on the part of the parents.
Limiti ng factors . Despite the safeguards, the major
limitation is the difficulty in proving the accuracy of
self-reports. Nevertheless, in parent training, where be-
havioral measurements in the home are very difficult to make,
self-reports and play room interactions may be the most ac-
curate forms of measurement available.
The reported learnings, however, so strikingly dif-
ferent for each group, and so consistent within each group,
imply that the participants were responding with some ac-
curacy. It appears, at least, that within each group the
participants were sensitive to similar issues and were
affected by similar learnings and skills.
The feedback responses, more affective in nature than
reports of behavioral changes or learnings, covered a broad
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enough range to imply that the participants felt some de-
gree of freedom to respond honestly. Supportive and critical
comments were elicited during the interview and touched on
all areas of the program.
Aside from possible inaccuracy as limiting factors,
the inexperience of the interviewer must be considered.
Though her reports were thorough and no omissions were de-
tected, the interviewer's ease with the tool probably in-
creased with time, and may have affected the responses. The
clarity and uniformity of the interview itself hopefully
counterbalanced this tendency.
The implication of the Impact and Evaluation Scores,
so similar in each group, and not consistent with the
other findings in the interview must be examined. Stand-
ing alone, the results indicate that the groups did not
learn different things, and learned little. However, in
light of the other findings, it is the opinion of the
investigator that the statements were poorly designed.
The feedback from the interviewer that those par>-iculai.
statements were difficult to administer and were often
confusing to the participants, suggests that the design
of the measurement is at fault and the responses uo
the
statements must be viewed cautiously.
Recommendations . In summary, the results of this
investigation imply that for short-term training to
enhance
empathic communication of parents of young chiior^n,
with a
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hiQhly educated and sophisticated population, effecting
fegjjavioral change may be unrealistic unless the training
is geared to very specific and limited skills and practiced
v/ith children as part of the training design.
On the other hand, dramatic changes on the written
measurement imply that effecting knowledge chance is possible
v/ith this population using either form of training. This is
promising in light of the theory of change v/hich suggests
that one avenue to behavioral change is through knowledge
and attitude change (Mersey and Blanchard, 1972).
The follow-up interview results imply that the two
groups learned different aspects or skills related to the
empathic communication process, some of v/hich may have been
more applicable to the play session than others. Both
groups seemed to learn relatively equal amounts and to
equally apply their learnings in the home.
The discussion group appeared to have found their ex-
perience somewhat more ' supportive but both groups had
positive reactions.
It seems to follow then, that if group support and
group interaction are major goals of the chosen program,
a nondirective desicn which allows for maximum autonomy and
interaction of the members is indicated. j he mile gaino
made by the Microtraining group suggest that directive train
ing is indicated when specific skill development is a goal.
Limiting the skills and practice v/ith children would likely
increase the effectiveness of the program.
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Three Parenting Enrichment Pronrs~s (FEP) to enhance parent-
child communication uiil he offered during the month. of November
under the auspices of the School of Education, IIMASS. The
programs will be free to parents who are willing to coaoerate
in a simple research project that will be part of the learning
experience,.
PEP’s prime focus is on parents’ sensitivity and responsiveness
to children's feelings. The goal is to explore and develco
ways to communicate more effectively with young children and to
enrich the parent-child relationship. Parents who have cnildren
between the ages of three- and eight-years-old are eligible
to register for Monday', Tuesday., or Wednesday evening sessions
from 7:30 to 9:3C. Each group of approximately TCI parents will
meet four times between early November and December Tst.
In addition to the grouo sessions, the program involves response
to two questionnaires and participation in two to rive short play
sessions with your child. These can be arranged at your convenience.
Liz Klock, the croup facilitator, is an experienced parent
educator who brings a background in teaching, child development,
and counseling as well as experience as a parent.
For further information and registration please call 5A5-2403 (days)
or 253-5695 (evenings). PLEASE REGISTER BY FRIDAY, OCT. 297H.
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PARENTING ENRICHMENT PROGRAM
Registration Form T1
T2
T3
NAME
:
ADDRESS
:
PHONE:
NAME, SEX, AND AGE OF CHILD PARTICIPATING IN PLAY SESSIONS:
I understand the following:
That by participating in this program I am participating in
dissertation research conducted by Elizabeth Miller Klock.
That I am expected to attend all of the scheduled training
sessions and play sessions.
That upon completion of the training programs and the play
sessions, Ms. Klock will divulge any information about the
research which I request.
That Ms. Klock has permission to videotape the play ses-
sions between myself and my child and to use for her re-,
search information from the tapes and from written materia
which I will submit.
That all information gathered in this research will be
rated anonymously and will be kept confidential.
Signature^ Date
:
In addition, Ms. Klock has my permission to use the video-
tapes for further research and for educational or promotional
purposes
.
Signature Date
:
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PARENTING ENRICHMENT PROGRAM
T1
Information Form T2
T3
1. Sex:
,
Age: Marital Status:
2. Last year of school completed:
3. Occupation/Expertise:
4. Presently employed? Full-time
,
Part-time
,
No
5. Ages and sex of your child(ren):
6. Annual family income: 0-5,000
,
5 , 000-10 , 000_
_,
10,000-15,000
,
15,000-20,000
,
20,000 + _.
7. Have you had any previous training in communication
skills, child development, or parenting skills?
Yes
,
No
.
If yes, describe briefly.
8. What languages are spoken regularly in your home?
9. Are you presently living with your children more than
60% of the tame?
__
10. If not, with whom does the child live? (Give relation-
ship, not name.)
11. Approximately how much time do you spend with your
child (ren) per v/eek? hrs.
12. What is your schedule or regular pattern of time spent
with your chiid(ren)?
13. Does the child who will be involved in the play sessions
have any special needs which affect his/her behavior?
f Learning disability, behavior problems, physical
.
handicap?) Yes , No . If yes, describe briefly.
14.
Is there any specific problem between you and your
child
which prompted your interest in this program i cs >
No . If yes, describe briefly.
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APPENDIX B
Discussion Group Manual
The manual for parents in the discussion group was
identical to that given to the parents in the Microtrain-
ing group (Appendix C) with the following exceptions:
1. The title page omits prefix "Micro."
2. Pages 1 and 2 are revised and joined, omitting
references to Microtraining.
3. Role-play and Exercises, Home Practice and Teaching
are omitted.
Only the revisions for the discussion group are included
in this appendix.
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TRAINING FOR PARENTAL EMPATHY
Developed by
Elizabeth Miller Klock
WHAT'S IT ALL ABOUT?
PARENTAL EMPATHY—is sensitivity to the feelings, thoughts,
and behavior of the child and the ability to verbally and
non-verbally express that sensitivity.
WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?
PARENTAL EMPATHY: It is believed by leaders in the fields
of psychology and education that empathy is a critical qual-
ity in helping relationships. The effective communication
of empathy is said to increase learning, self -ctwareness
,
self-respect, and self-confidence. It is also said to con-
tribute to the feelings of friendliness or companionship
between the two people.
APPENDIX C
Microtraining Manual
MICROTRAINING FOR PARENTAL EMPATHY
Developed by
Elizabeth Miller Klock
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WHAT’S IT ALL ABOUT?
PARENTAL EMPATHY-- is sensitivity to the feelings, thoughts,
and behavior of the child and the ability to verbally and
non-verbally express that sensitivity.
MICROTRAINING- -is a series of workshops in which the com-
munication of empathy is broken down into small units of
behavior which are learned and practiced one at a time.
Lecturettes, demonstrations, discussion, exercises and role-
play practice are included in the workshops.
This type of training was originally developed by Allen E.
Ivey, Professor of Education at the University of Massachusetts
and author of Microcounseling: Innovations in Interviewing
Training . (C. C. Thomas, 1971")
WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?
PARENTAL EMPATHY: It is believed by leaders in the fields
of psychology and education that empathy is a critical qual-
ity in helping relationships. The effective communication
of empathy is said to increase learning, self-av/areness
,
self-respect, and self-confidence. It is also said to con-
tribute to the feelings of friendliness or companionship
between the two people.
MICROTRAINING: This approach has been shown to.be an ef-
fective way to teach basic communication skills to a
variety of helpers including teachers, counselors, psy-
chiatric aides, heads of college residence halls, and parents.
The level of effective empathic communication can be in-
creased through this type of training.
IS PARENTAL EMPATHY THE ANSWER TO MY PROBLEMS?
No, no, no I Communication of empathy is one ingredient m
a whole recipe of effective parenting. But. without it,
the final result will not be very tasty, full or rich.
The ability of the parent to put him/herself into the shoes
of the child and to communicate an understanding of that
perspective to the child is essential in a vital parent-
child relationship.
But, other ingredients are important in effective parenting.
Training children to learn certain tasks should not be
neglected, nor should the critical task of establishing
fair limits within which the child can operate.
.
Both
these elements, however, are enhanced by a sensitivity uo
the child's experience and the ability to express that zc
the child.
WHAT DO I DO TO COMMUNICATE EMPATHICALLY?
A parent who a) attends fully to the child's behavior,
b) comments frequently on the child's expression of feel-
ings or behavior in a genuinely accepting manner, and
c) shows clearly that the child is permitted to engage in
his/her present activity is communicating at a high level
of empathy.
A parent who either a) shuts him/herself off from the child
who must repeat or prompt to get a response, or b) verbally
rejects the feelings or behavior of the child, and c) cajoles,
demands and redirects the child's activity is operating at
a low level of empathy. 1
XStover
,
Guerney, and O'Connell. "Measurements of Acceptance,
Allowing Self-Direction, Involvement and Empathy in Adult-
Child Interaction," The Journal of Psychology , 1971, 261-269.
I FEEL GUILTY ALREADY 111!
Join the crowd' Everyone at times shuts themselves off from
their children, rejects their feelings or behaviors, cajoles,
demands and redirects. At times some of these behaviors
may be necessary and appropriate. The goal of this train-
ing is to add to your repertoir of effective parenting
skills, not to make you feel bad about what you have or
have not done in the past.
This program is designed to present skills which, hopefully,
will enhance your comfort and effectiveness as a parent.
If at any time you feel these skills do not fiu your *?
ee s
»
do not hesitate to adapt them or put them aside, it
is
most important that you HONOR YOURSELF! I!
.
WORKSHOP OUTLINE
The four Micjotraining sessions are based on Ivey's Do-Use-
Teach model. 'We will DO the skills in the workshops, then
USE and TEACH the skills at home.
The workshops will include the following elements:
1 . Review
2. Lecturette on single skills
3. Demonstration of single skill
4. Discussio.n/questions
5. Exercises and Role-play
6. Processing and Feedback
Home Practice and Teaching will be suggested for each skill.
^Ivey, Allen and Glucks tern,
(
Norma. Easic Attending Skills
,
copyright, Amherst, Mass. 1974.
WORKSHOP I:
WORKSHOP II:
WORKSHOP III:
WORKSHOP IV:
BASIC ATTENDING/INVOLVEMENT SKILLS
REFLECTION OF BEHAVIOR AND VERBAL CONTENT
REFLECTION OF FEELINGS
EMPATHIC PROBLEM SOLVING
WORKSHOP I: BASIC ATTENDING/INVOLVEMENT
Attending fully to your child is probably a luxury in your
busy life. Preoccupation with other tasks is characteristic
of how most parents^ spend their time around their children.
This is necessary--meals have to be prepared, papers have
to be written, cars have to be driven, and phones have to be
answered
.
However, when possible, a high level of attending to your
child is a very powerful way to communicate your interest,
concern, and love. I feel that it is important to have the
attending skills at our disposal because attending is crucial
to problem solving, communicating empathy, and building .
strong relationships. You can determine how much attending
is riant and comfortable for you. Remember to honor yourself.
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GUIDELINES FOR ATTENDING/INVOLVEMENT SKILLS
You can communicate your attending/invol vement in the
following ways:
1. By aoino to the child rather than trying to talk from the
other side of the room or from a different room.
2 . Bv positioning yourself on the same level as the child .
If the child is on the floor and you want to communicate most
effectively, join the child at his/her level.
3 . Ev assuming a comfortable posture that communicates
openness to the child.
4 . Ey looking at the child while you are engaged with him/
her . This does not mean staring-- just comfortable looking
at the child rather than out the window or down at your lap.
Visual contact is one of the most powerful communicators of
attention
.
5. By using a natural , relaxed voice . Voice quality also
communicates your attitude. If your voice is conversational
in quality and not gushy or shrill, you may communicate
more genuine involvement.
6. Bv staving on the topic or following where the child
is leading. You don’t need to introduce a nev; topic;
simply stay with what the child is experiencing. Some-
times our excitement to share our views or opinion with
the child takes us too quickly away from what the child is
doing or thinking.
ROLE-PLAY AND EXERCISES: ATTENDING SKILLS
1 . How Does it Feel To Be Little and Far Away ?
This exercise demonstrates the effects of size and distance
on communication and on our feelings.
2 . Modes of Responding :
This exercise covers four common ways of responding to and
communicating with others, and demonstrates the effects of
attending and involvement.
Directions for the exercises will be given and discussed in
class
.
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HOKE PRACTICE
When it is comfortable for you and feels right, practice the
attending skills with your child (ren). I suggest that you
practice in short sessions as frequently as you want.
REMEMBER, attending is not to be forced. Be honest v/ith
yourself and your child about when you can and cannot pay
attention to him/her.
When you do use the attending skills, focus on your position
in relation to the child, on your visual contact, your body
posture, voice and your ability to stay on the topic or with
the child's direction.
Be aware of attending to the child vs. attending to the
activity. Look at the child's face, body and movements.
When you. focus on the child as well as on the child's per-
formance you will perceive the child's experience more
accurately
.
Again, frequent, short sessions are usually most helpful.
Eventually the behaviors may become routine.
Use the back of the page to record your experiences. How
did you feel using the skills? How did your child respond?
Which skills are difficult or uncomfortable for you? What
other reactions did you have?
TEACHING
:
You don't really know it until you can teach it! 11 Pick a
friend, your spouse, your parents, or even one of your
children and teach them the attending skills. You can
be as elaborate as we have been in class or simply tell
them about what you have learned. inis process of teach-
ing the skills is a critical factor in the total learning
experience! Again, use the back of the page for notes of
your reactions to the teaching.
WORKSHOP II: REFLECTION OF BEHAVIOR AND VERBAL CONTENT
One of the most basic tasks of parenting is to hear and see
the child clearly. Accurate hearing and sensing is the goal
for all the skills in this program. Reflection of behavior
and content is a special type of attending to the child
which demands that you demonstrate your ability to "give
back" to the child what he or she has said or done. Re-
flection of behavior and content often implies^ a giving o_
self to the child and is vital to the parent-child re-
lationship.
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Reflection of behavior and verbal content aids the parent-
child relationships in three ways: It provides vital con-
tact between the two, it helps clarify what the child is
communicating
,
and it aids in problem solving.
GUIDELINES FOR REFLECTION OF BEHAVIOR AND VERBAL CONTENT
When reflecting behavior or verbal content, the objective
is to feedback to the child your understanding or perception
of what the child is doing, has done or has said. Often,
when this is accurate, the child will respond with an
affirmative signal--a nod of the head, a smile, "Yes" or
"Right!" Sometimes accurate reflection stimulates the
child to elaborate on what has been done or said. It
opens the door for further disclosure. This is especial-
ly helpful in problem solving, and can enhance feelings
of closeness between parent and child.
1.
Be specific . Saying, "You painted a picture!" is less
effective than saying, "You painted a picture with blue
stripes and yellow dots!" The more specific you are,
the more the child will feel that you have really seen and
heard him/her.
When my son shows me the model tanks he has built I try to
respond to the details--the colors, the parts he has in-
cluded, the emblems he has used --rather than just saying
"That's nice."
2.
Avoid evaluative statements. When your child has helped
you rake’ the leaves
,
describing what has happened and shar-
ing your feelings about it can be more effective (and is
more empathic) than just labeling it a "good job."
Example: "You know, you worked out there with me for a
whole hour! I think you raked all of that corner by
yourself! I really like it when you help me. I enjoy
working with you."
When the child has been playing in the living room and did
not finish cleaning up... Parent: "I see that you put away
your books and the crayons and I appreciate that. There are
still pieces of paper on the floor and scissors and glue on
the couch. I want you to clean those up too."
Not: "You did a lousy job of cleaning up. Get m there and
finish.
"
3.
Aqain, stay on the track. This important skill
over~Tnto 'this area too.’ If the child is building
carries
something
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with Legos it is not empathic to suggest six other possible
designs. What the child is doing is important to him/her.
Stay with, and respond to that* When ' ' 1 that the
chi ld has bee n seen and heard 1 ter own terms, THEN
you might share your own thoughts or ideas
.
A t; this poin t
the ch il d HAY be ready to hear them without a feeling of
self -depreciation .
ROLE-PLAY AND EXERCISES: REFLECTION OF BEHAVIOR
1 . It’s An Awfu 1 ly
_
Nice Whatsit i
This exercise is designed to demonstrate the differences
between evaluative and descriptive responses to behaviors
and to focus on the feelings you have in giving and
receiving their responses.
2. When Push Comes to Shove
This exercise is designed to demonstrate the different
feelings generated by covert direction vs. following the
child’s lead.
HOME PRACTICE:
Setting aside time to consciously practice these skills
with your children will be the most effective tool you
have to incorporate them into your life. 1 suggest that
you consciously use them at least three times during the
week and record your experience on the bacx of this page.
Again, these sessions need not be long. The most effective
interchanges between parents and children last less than a
minute. You must judge what is best for you and your
child. Frequent, brief use of the skills will probably be
realistic for most parents. The important element is to
conscious ly use the skill s. Focus on,
t
he_spec i f
i
cily of
your feedback, avoid evaluati on, and_j5tay__wy th the child
—
experience .
TEACHING
:
Aoain. find someone to whom you can teach this skill.
Ihls»
need not be elaborate but it will aid in your learning
process
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If you like, make notes of this experience on the back of
this sheet.
WORKSHOP III: REFLECTION OF FEELINGS
All communication and behavior exists on two levels—
a
content level and a feeling level. For example:
The child comes down to breakfast having, for the first time,
fixed her hair by herself. Her hair is a mess but she is
all smiles.
The content is having fixed her hair in her own way. The
feeling is pride.
The seven year old boy returns from school, slams the door
and says, "I hate that stinking school!"
The content is slamming the door, and saying I hate the
stinking school. The feeling is anger, hurt, disappoint-
ment, etc.
When we are heard on BOTH levels we feel as if the other
person is really with us. In our society . people generally
respond to the content and leave the feelings hanging. IF
YOU" WANT YOUR CHILD TO KNOW YOU HAVE REALLY HEARD HIM/HER,
YOU WILL RESPOND TO THE FEELINGS AS WELL AS THE CONTENT.
HUMAN RIGHTS:
Responding to children’s feeling requires a genuine ac-
c.eotance than childre n . have _a right to all ot their ^seli^os^.
Whatever feeling they have is legitimate and is not co ce
denied or chanced by the parent. Changing a child s .eel —
inq or trying to take it away is the prime way most parents
deny their children a sense of self-worth and self-esteem.
FURTHER THOUGHTS:
1. Telling a person not to feel what he/she leels does not
take the feeling away.
2. Disregarding your child's true feelings makes him/her
disregard you.
3. The ear that accepts, is better first, than
the tongue
that suggests.
When you approach a problem without g*tgndjjc,,_,to
feelings
4.
first
,
then. . .
a. T'ne reasoning technique does not work
b. The cheering technique does not work
c. The forbidding technique does not work
They all tell the troubled feelings to disappear and this
does no good.
5. But
,
after the feelings have been attended to
,
then it
is different. Then. . .
a. The reasoning technique often does work
b. The cheering often does work
c. The forbidding technique works where it couldn't
before
6. Feelings always need to corne out: actions often need
holding back.
7. Feelings are Facts, but not necessarily Acts.
8. Try to get the feel of what he/she's feeling, and try
to mirror the feelings with your v/ords.
9. Both hostility and love are bound to exist in every
close relationship.
10. When enough 'bad' feelings have come out in ways that
lessen fear and safeguard the child's feelings of
his own worth, then good feelings flow in.
The best preparation for the future is full experience of
the oresent—allowing and encouraging the child to be all
that* he/she is RIGHT NOW' This includes allowing feelings!
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
+
+
A caterpillar doesn't walk around saying: ^ ^
be a butterfly. . . " He is busy being a caterpillar.
soon
He can't be a butterfly.
It is only when caterpillarness is done that one starts
to be a butterfly. . .you cannot rip away caterpillarness.
BABA RAM DASS •
RESISTANCE! i i !
i
Some parents resist the idea and practice of
reflection of
feelings because they believe that focusing on
feelings will
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cause those feelings to stay around forever.
I believe the exact opposite is true. By MOT acknowledging
the feelings they are never finished--never let go. They
may get hidden but they usually stay around. V/hen we
acknowl edge the child's feeling it allows the child to work
through the feeling and let go of it. Our acceptance of the
feeling is very critical to this process.
Sometimes it is hard to allow the child to have feelings of
sadness, hurt, disappointment or anger. These feelings
may be very painful to the parent and there is an urge to
cover them up or ignore them. I cannot stress too often
that every person in this world has a right to his or her
feelings, whatever they might be.
POINTERS
:
Reflection of Feelings is especially important when there is
some kind of problem or highly charged feeling existing.
Reflection of Feelings should not be used when the parent
cannot honestly accept the feeling the child is having.
Reflection of Feelings is not needed all the time. If the
child asks where his socks are you don't have to delve into
the feeling that prompted the question.
Reflection of Feelings can never be done too late. This is
a prime examole of better late than never. If you and
your child have had a fray, it is never boo late, to go back
to the child and express your understanding of his/her
feelings. But, it is best if this can be done at the time
of the incident or problem.
Reflection of Feelings is no t blaming, criticizing, judging,
cross-examining, or giving opinions or advice.
Reflection of Feelings enhances self-confidence, independence,
responsibility for solving own problems, and better relation-
ships .
EXAMPLES OF REFLECTION OF FEELINGS:
'] The child diligently builds a block house and it fails
down before she is finished. She throws down a block
and starts crying.
Parent: I guess you feel really mad and_s^d_wjien__X2H
work so hard and your house falls down_.
131
Hot: It will be OK. Don’t cry. Be a big girl. That’s
nothing to cry over.
2. The child in the grocery store insists on requesting item
after item even though he has been told they cannot be
bought.
Parent: I know it is hard on you to come in here and
see all of these things and not buy them. I know you
want them and it is frustrating when you can't have
them .
Not: I told you a thousand times... Or, Didn't you hear
me? Don't you ever listen?
3. Mother has called child in for dinner and interrupted a
great game of tag. Child cornes in and says, "I never
want to have dinner with you. You aren't fair and I
hate you I I
"
Parent: You wanted to play that game of tag and it
really made you mad when I called you in . I guess you
sure don't like me right now .
Not: You don't knov; how to hate. Stop complaining and
get in here.
ROLE-PLAY AND EXERCISES: REFLECTION OF FEELINGS
1. THE GOOD OLD TIMES
This exercise allows you to reach back into your childhood
and examine some of the feelings you had and how adults
responded to them.
2. RESPONDING TO FEELINGS
We will determine the possible feelings involved in certain
-
behaviors or comments likely to be made by children and we
will practice effective responses to these feelings.
HOME PRACTICE:
A. Observe a situation between yourself and your child.
Describe the situation.
1. Identify any feelings your child may be experiencing.
List feelings
a.
b.
c
.
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2. Identify any feelings you are experiencing. List
feelings
a.
b.
c
.
B. Consciously apply the Reflection of Feelings skills as
often as you can. Make note of your experience. Do you
have a tendency to solve the problem quickly rather than
staying with the feelings? Do you squirm because it is
painful to stay with the child's possible discomfort?
Is it hard to identify the feelings?
Making errors at this stage often happens. Identifying
the feelings incorrectly, avoiding the feelings, stumbling
and bumbling are part of the learning process. DON'T
WORRY. It is OK to make mistakes. I encourage you to
keep trying.
TEACHING
I strongly encourage that you share this skill with someone
you care about. It will help you incorporate it into your
life and it will spread the "human touch" a little bit
farther.
'WORKSHOP IV: EMPATHIC PROBLEM SOLVING
So far we have covered attending skills, reflection or oe-
havior, and reflection of feelings. Now,' the task is to
put it all together and apply it to our everyday problems.
The factors that go into creating problems between parents
and children are immense. In the short time we have had
together there is no way we can do anything but scratch the
surface. On the other hand, if you have got an itch,
scratching, even a little bit, can help!
Some people in these workshops may feel discouraged because
we have not had sufficient time to delve into their issues
with any depth. That is true and it is with purpose. Dis-
cussing’ problems at length without a new framework witn which
to view them, often just leads us around in circles. .-/hat
I have attempted to do is to offer you new ways of looking
and behaving. In this workshop we will attempt to continue
that process with a new way of looking at problem solving.
I have constructed a recipe of empathic problem solving with
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four basic ingredients: Contact, Empathic Communication,
Sharing of Self, and Developing Solutions.
1. Contact is whatever happens to stimulate interaction.
The parent and child have to connect in order to communicate.
Sometimes a problem is involved in this connection, and
sometimes not. The parent or the child can initiate the con-
tact.
2. Empathic Communication, made up of the skills we have
learned
,
is the primary recommended response after connection
or contact is made'—especially if a problem or strong feel-
ing occurs.
3. Sharing Self is the place for the parent to state feel-
ings7" ideas, wants. This is critical to the process of
empathic problem solving.
4. Developing Solutions that are acceptable to both parent
and child is possible after contact has been made, after
the child has been fully heard and accepted and after the
parent has made honest statements about his/her feelings and
wants. The key to the success of this step is that the
solution arrived at is MUTUALLY ACCEPTABLE.
This last workshop will focus on identifying feelings, shar-
ing self, and constructing possible solutions to prooxems.
identified by participants. The design for the workshop is
open-ended purposely in order that it might fit the needs o^
the participants as closely as possible.
GUIDELINES TO PROBLEM SOLVING
1 DEFINE THE PROBLEM: VJho has it, you or your child? If
it is yours, own it and express it with an "I" statement
of feeling.
2. U
3 .
uSE YOUR EMPATHIC COMMUNICATION SKILLS: After the
prob-
lem is defined, listen to the feelings and share
your
feelings thoroughly.
MUTUALLY SEEK SOLUTIONS: Give the child opportunity
to
mak^ suggestions. You'll probably be pleasantly
surprised
by the child's creativity andwiilingness to
take respon-
sibility if the seeking solutions believed to
oe truly
mutual*
APPENDIX D
Instructions for Role-play and
Exercises in Microtraining Program
nr.
ATTENDING SKILLS
How does it Feel To Po Little and Far Av/gy ?
Part Is
The participants are asked to pair up and decide who is A
and who is B. The facilitator then asks the pairs to
separate and position themselves as far away from one
another as possible.
When this is accomplished, a list of topics for discussion
is presented and each pair is asked to decide on one topic
and’ to discuss it from their present positions. After the
difficulty of this is accutely apparent, they are asked to
find a distance and position that facilitates their con-
versation rather than hindering it. Then they are to con-
tinue the discussion for a brief time.
Processing: How did it feel to be far away and have something
to say? Did you feel heard." Could you hear." '^hat does the
distance communicate to your feelings'." Does it affect your
feeling of commitment to the conversation? How might tnis
apply to parenting?
Part II:
Participant A is to play the role of parent and B the role
of* child. B is asked to sit on the floor close to the feet
of A.
rphe oairs are asked to talk with one another about a i.opic
sugoested on the list. They are to stay close together so
that the physical positions are not comfortable. After
they are sufficiently uncomfortable, the facilitator
wi 1
ask the "parents" to find a position that is comfortable
for
both. Then they continue the discussion.
The participants are asked to reverse roles and do
the same
thing again.
Process i nq * How does it feel to be a child in
these posi-
Hons" What do the positions do to the feelings of
power
or importance of both the parent and child?
^at were you
feeling during this exercise? How does this
relate
experience as a parent
.
;
ATTENDING SKILLS
Modes of Responding
The group is divided into fours. Each small group determines
v/ho will be A, B, C, and D.
They are then told that the exercise demonstrates four v/ays
that people respond to one another. Each of the four people
will have an opportunity to talk to the group about something
of interest to them and the other members will respond in
one of the four ways.
A list of possible topics of interest to the group is posted.
"A" is asked to pick a topic and talk for about one minute
while the other members respond using the first mode listed
below. The reactions are then processed using the process
questions below. The facilitator notes the reactions of the
speakers and listeners on a large newsprint pad or black-
board .
Then "B M picks a topic and the others respond using the next
mode listed below and the same processing takes place after-
wards. This orocedure is followed until all the modes are
used. It is useful to allow the participants to use the
Responsive mode for a longer period of time.
Modes
:
Non-responsive : Verbal responses are either non-existent or
unrelated to speaker, off the wall. Non-verbal behavior is
closed, distracted. No eye contact.
Tanqential: Cocktail party conversation. Verbal responses
to" speaker pick up on one piece of speaker's statement and
relate that directly to oneself. Focus is on oneself.
Interroqative : Verbal responses are driving questions used
to direct conversation toward the interests of the . listener
.
Focus is on the speaker but is controlled by the listener.
Responsive: This mode involves the basic attending skills
presented in this workshop. Eye contact, attentive bo y
posture, staying on the topic are involved in responsive
listening. The focus is on the speaker, and the control
of the conversation is with the speaker.
Process the reactions of both the speakers and the
listeners
after each mode. How did they feel? Who had
control.
Where was the focus? How does this relate to
parent-child
interaction?
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REFLECTION OF BEHAVIOR
I t's An Awfully Nice Whatzit !
Instructions for Parents:
Part I
Your ’'child” will show you a design that he/she has drawn.
You are to respond to this work of art in EVALUATIVE and
GENERAL ways. Do not respond specifically to the content
of the design-- just evaluate it. You may go so far as to
evaluate the artist, as well.
Examples
:
What a nice design! It is really pretty! You are a very
clever artist. 1 bet you draw that well all the time. It
is just beautiful. I give it an A+
.
What a fantastic design! How did you ever think of some-
thing so wonderful. I never could do something so outstand-
ing! You are a genious. F.tc.
Lay it on thick.
Part II
This time respond to the same design in specific and non-
evaluative ways. Share what you see . You can embellish
this with your feelings about what you see--your reactions,
but not your evaluations. You can also embellish this with
what you imagine was the child’s experience while producing
the design. You are focusing on the content and on the be-
haviors which produced it.
Examples:
Hey, I see you put the red on the inside of the thick black
lines. That makes the shape stand out to me!
You put some blue and some green down here at the bottom *
I like the way they go together.
Up here at the top there are lots of tiny circles.
looks to me as if you worked very carefully on that part.
Wow, you sure did use a lot of colors. I see red, blue,
purple, etc.
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Processing
:
When discussing the reactions you and your partner have to
this exercise consider these questions:
Which method of responding felt most familiar to you?
Which felt most comfortable? Were there differences in
the child's behavior? How did you and the child FEEL in
Part I versus Part II? In which part did you exercise
your power more? How do you feel about that? In which
part do you think the child learned more? In which part
did you feel more connected to the child's experience?
REFLECTION OF BEHAVIOR
It's An Awful ly Nice Whatzit i
Instructions for children:
You will be given a sheet of paper and some markers and you
are to fill the paper with an abstract design. When your
"parent" responds to your drawing, you are to behave or
react in any way that seems natural. Act as you imagine
a child would.
Processing
:
When your parent responded to your drawing, which responses
did you like best? Which made you feel "connected" to the
parent? Which responses made you feel distant, which did
you not like? How did you feel during the various re-
actions that the parent had? In which part did you feel
most powerful? Which responses helped you learn?
REFLECTION OF BEHAVIOR
When Push Comes to Shove
Instructions for Parents:
You have noticed lately that your child has been spending
lots of time building with blocks. You are interested in
the structures he/she has created and you have a few
minutes today to be with the child while building is oc-
curring. While you are with the child you are conversing
but YOU DO NOT TOUCH THE BLOCKS.
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Part I:
/our responsibility in this part of the exercise is to en-
courage your child to build a structure beginning by stand-
ing the columns up as a base. The structure would rest on
the four standing posts.
However, not wanting to be pushy, YOU DO NOT TELL THE CHILD
DIRECTLY. Do not give directions or instructions. Just
make suggestions, give reactions, etc.
Examples: Hey, how about if we make a building that is off
the ground?
If the columns were standing up the building would be
taller. I really like buildings where you can go underr-ieath.
You don't really want to put that block there, do you?
Wouldn't you like it better if it went here? Etc.
As the child builds, make several alternative suggestions
for design. Do not follow the child's lead.. What you have
in mind will be more beneficial to the child's understand-
ing of spatial relations! i
I
PART II:
Follow the child's lead. Comment supportively and frequent-
ly on the child’s behavior. Verbally follow what the child
is doing. Communicate to the child that you are aware of
the choices the child makes and that you accept these choices.
Examples: I see you chose the red blocks as the base. You
put those tall ones in the corners. They look like posts!
The spaces on the sides let light inside. Now you are
balancing that tiny piece on the very top! That looks
tricky. Etc.
Processing
:
%
In which part were- you most involved with the child's ex-
perience? In which part were you most involved with YOUR
experience? How did the "child’' react to the difference?
What are the costs of. the behaviors in Part I? What would
be an effective way to share your ideas with the child.'
REFLECTION OF BEHAVIOR
When Push Comes to Shove
Instructions for Children:
MO
Part I and Part II:
You are building with your colored blocks and you have
worked frequently on designing a very special structure.
The most important part of your structure is that it
starts at the bottom with two red, rectangular blocks
lying down side-by-side.
These rectangular blocks are critical to the success of
your building and you must begin with them. From that
base you can improvise. Try to use all of your blocks.
Your parent will be with you while you build. You can
interact in any way you wish--but remember you are a
chi Id --try to act that way.
Processing:
What were the differences in your feelings and behaviors
in relation to Part I versus Fart II? What did you feel?
What did you do? What would you like to have done? In
which part did you feel that your parent was most with you?
In which part did you feel most powerful?
REFLECTION OF FEELINGS
Responding to Feelings
The following examples were given to each parent with in-
structions to identify what they thought the child was
feeling and to determine a response that would reflect
that feeling to the child. After they had done triis,
they were asked to pick a partner and role-play their
responses with one another.
The examples are taken from Parent Effectiveness Training,
by Thomas Gordon (1970, pp. 307-308).
Child says: Child is Feeling: Parent Says
1. Oh boy, only ten more
days until school's
out.
2. Look, Daddy, I made
an airplane with my
new tools
i
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Child says: Child is Feeling: Parent Says:
3. Will you hold my hand
when we go into the
nursery school?
4 . Gee
,
1 1 rn not having
any fun . I can '
t
think of anything to
do.
5. I'll never be good like
Jim. I practice and
practice and he's still
better than me.
6. My new teacher gives us
too much homei/ork
. I
can never get it all
done. What'll I do?
7. All the other kids went
to the beach. I don't
have anyone to play with.
8. Jim's parents let him
ride his bike to school,
but I'm a better rider
than Jim.
9. I shouldn't have been
so mean to little
Jimmy. I guess I was
bad
.
10. I want to wear my hair
long--it's my hair,
isn't it?
11. Do you think I'm doing
this report right?
Will it be good enough?
12. Why did the old bag
make me stay after
school, anyway? I
wasn't the only one
who was talking. I'd
like to punch her in
the nose.
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Child Says: Child is Feeling: Parent Says:
13. I can do it myself.
You don't need to
help me. I'm old
enough to do it my-
self .
14. Arithmetic is too
hard. I'm too
dumb to understand
it.
15. Go away; leave me
alone. I don't
want to talk to you or
anybody else. You
don’t care what hap-
pens to me anyway.
16. For a while I was
doing good, but now
I'm worse than be-
fore. I try hard,
but it doesn't seem
to help. What's the
use?
17. I would sure like to
go, but I just can't call
her up. What if she
would laugh at me for
asking her?
18. I never want to play
with Pam anymore.
She's a dope and a creep.
%
19. I'm sure glad that I
happened to be born the
baby of you and Daddy
rather than some .other
parents
.
2C . I think I know what to
do, but maybe it's not
right. I always seem to
do "the wrong thing. What
do you think I should do,
Dad
,
work or go to col-
lege?
143
REFLECTION OF FEELINGS:
The Good Old Times
Participants are asked to write down two incidents r rom
their childhoods; one negative incident and one positive
incident
.
After this was done they were to discuss chese incidents
in pairs and determine the following:
1. What were your feelings during the incidents
;
2. How did the adults around respond to your feelings;
3.
4.
If an adult had been able to reflect your feelings
at
the time, what would that person have said to you;
With your partner, role-play the incident with the
reflection of feelings.
5 In retrospect, how would it have been for
\ou, if an
adult had been responsive to your feelings at
that
time?
After the participants have done this in
pairs, group
reconvenes and shires responses or asks
questions.
PROBLEM SOLVING
Sending "I" Messages
, _ rrAti parent ti veness Training ,
-Following examples irom :——:—r—- lv.p* nc aOUUW
: Vio-7 o nn 313-314) were given to the
parents'and
0
they ’ were Iskel’to determine the
"I" message
they would send in each instance.
Then they chose partners and
tried out their messages in
role -play.
Situation: You Message:
I message:
1. Father wants to read
paper. Child keeps
climbing on lap. Father
irritated
.
2 Mother usj.ng vacuum
cleaner. Child keeps
pulling plug out of
socket. Mother in hurry.
You shouldn't ever
interrupt someone
when he is reading.
You're being naughty.
You message: I message
You’re not being a re-
sponsible big boy.
That’s what a little
baby might do.
You know it's past
your bedtime. You're
just trying to annoy
us. You need your
sleep.
You don't deserve go-
ing to a movie when
you have been so in-
considerate and self-
ish .
Situation
:
3.
Child comes to table
with very dirty hands and
face
.
4. Child keeps postponing
going to bed . Mother and
Dad want to talk about a
private problem of concern
to them. Child keeps hang-
ing around
,
preventing
them from talking.
5. Child keeps pleading
to be taken to a movie,
but he has not cleaned
up his room for several
days, a job he agreed to
do
.
6. Child has been sulk-
ing and acting sad all
day. Mother doesn't
know reason.
7. Child is playing
phonograph so loud it
is interfering with con-
versation of parents in
next room.
8. Child promised to
iron napkins to be used
for dinner party. Dur-
ing day she dawdled;
now it’s one hour be-
fore the guests arrive
and she hasn't started
the job.
9. Child forgot to show
up at agreed upon time
she was to be home so
Mother could take her to
buy shoes. Mother is
in a hurry.
Come on now. Stop
this sulking. Either
brighten up or you'll
have to go outside and
sulk. You're taking
something too serious-
ly.
Can't you be more con-
siderate of others?
VJhy do you play that
so loud?
You have dawdled all
day and have fallen
down on the job. How
can you be so thought-
less and inconsiderate?
You should be ashamed
of yourself. After all,
I agreed to take you and
then you are careless
about the time.
APPENDIX E
Micro training Workshop Procedure
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WORKSHOP I: BASIC ATTENDING SKILLS
A. Introduction to the program hour) Microtraining
Manual pp. 1-6.
1 . Review of the goal of the program
2. Discussion of the place of empathy in parenting
3. Presentation of general empathic behaviors
4. Discussion of general fears or guilt feelings
associated with learning new parenting behaviors
B. Lecturette on Guidlines for Attending Involvement
Skills
(10-15 minutes) Microtraining Manual pp. 7-8.
C. Viewing Videotaped Demonstration of Non-attending and
Attending Behaviors
(10 minutes)
D. Discussion of Demonstration (10 minutes)
E. Demonstration of Exercise "How Does It Feels to be
Little and Far Away?" (5 minutes)
(This exercise was demonstrated by the facilitator
in order to conserve time for the second exercise.
The facilitator asked a group member to join her in
the exercise and the rest of the group observed.)
F. Exercise: Modes of Responding (h houp - 45 minutes)
(see instructions, Appendix D)
G. Feedback and Discussion (5 minutes)
Group joined briefly at the end of the two hours to
share reactions to the exercise.
H. Suggested Home Practice and Teaching (5 minutes)
Microtraining Manual pp. 11-12.
Home practice and teaching was encouraged by the
facilitator and participants were informed tna^ the
next session would begin with opportunity to o iare
their practicing and teaching experiences
.
(Because of the research conducted as part of this:
training
^rnaram the first 15-20 minutes of this sesoion was
^pent
discussing reactions to the videotaping and parent
question
naires administered during the previous week.)
WORKSHOF II: REFLECTION OF BEHAVIOR AND VERNAL CONTENT
A. Review of Attending Skills and Sharing of Home Practice
(10-15 minutes)
Facilitator reviewed what had been covered in the
previous session and asked the group to divide into
pairs to discuss their use of the skills during the
week
.
After this they were asked to share some of their ex-
periences with the large group.
B. Lecturette on Reflection of Behavior and Verbal Content
(5-10 minutes) Microtraining Manual pp. 13-15.
C. Demonstration of Reflection of Verbal Content (5-10 minutes)
Facilitator asked one of the participants to volunteer
for a live demonstration. The volunteer was asked to
discuss a problem that she encountered in her relationship
with her child. The facilitator paraphrased what she
said. The effect of the paraphrasing was discussed by
the volunteer and the group.
D. Demonstration of Reflection of Behavior (5-10 minutes)
A videotaped demonstration between an adult and child
was viewed
.
E. Discussion of Demonstration (5 minutes)
F. Exercise: It's An Awfully Nice Whatzit! (h hour)
2 .
3.
Group was asked to count off bv twos. The ones
were told they were parents and asked to go
into
an adjacent room, The twos were told they were
children. .Directions to the two groups were
given separately.
The exercise proceeded as described in the
instructions.
exercise
The "parents" and "children" discussed the
cruided by the processing questions included
on ne
direction!
G. Exercise: When Push Comes to Shove
1
J- « The participants were
each could have the o
asked to reverse roles so that
pportunity to be parent. ne
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’parents" were asked to go into the adjacent room
and the children were asked to stay where they were.
1. Directions were given to the participants as
described in the instructions.
2. The exercise proceeded as described in the
instructions
.
3. The participants processed the exercise as
suggested in the instructions.
H. General Feedback and Processing: (5-10 minutes)
After the pairs had opportunity to discuss the exercise
with one another, the group came together and shared
reactions
.
I. Home practice and Teaching (1 minute)
The group was reminded to practice the skills at home
and to teach them to another person.
WORKSHOP III: REFLECTION OF FEELINGS
A. Review of Reflection of Behavior and Verbal Content
hour)
1. Facilitator briefly reviewed the skills covered
in the previous session.
2. The participants were asked to share in pairs,
their experiences practicing and teaching th>-
skills
.
3. The group came together for extended sharing in
large group.
B„ Lecturette on Reflection of reelings
(15 minutes) pp. 18-2 A Microtraining Manual
C. Demonstration of Reflection of feelings
(See E)
D. Exercise: The Good Old Times
(Omitted due to lack of time)
E. Exercise: Responding to Feelings
(40 minutes)
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l articipants were given the Listening for Feelings sheets
and
^
asked individually to determine the feelings in eachincident. Then they were asked to pair-up and role-play
each situation with their partner using the reflection
of feelings.
This was demonstrated by the facilitator and a partici-
pant. The facilitator was used as a consultant to the
pairs as they worked.
F. Feedback and Processing: (5 to 10 minutes)
The group joined together and shared their reactions to
the exercise.
G. Home Practice and Teaching (1 minute)
The home practice exercise was pointed out to the group
and they were encouraged to use this skill as frequently
as possible.
WORKSHOP IV: EMPATHIC PROBLEM SOLVING
A. Review of Reflection of Feelings (20 minutes)
1. Facilitator briefly reviewed what was covered in the
third session.
2. Group members paired and shared their practice ex-
periences,.
3. Group met together for brief sharing of experiences.
B. Lecturette on Empathic Problem Solving
15 minutes pp.
C. Demonstration of Problem Solving Skills 5-10 minutes
Videotaped demonstration of adult and child discussing
a problem.
D. Discussion of Demonstration (2 minutes)
E. Exercise: Sending "I" Messages (20 minutes)
Group was given work sheets on sending "I" messages and
asked to determine what "I" message they would send in-
each instance.
Pairs role-played their ”1" message responses to the
problems
.
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F. Exercise: Demonstration Role-Play (20 minutes)
The group asked what to do after the "I" message
and reflection of feelings are used. I demonstrated
a problem solving situation with one of the parti-
cipants .
This ended with a short discussion of the usefulness
of these skills.
F. Parent Response Questionnaires
The second form of the PRQ was passed out and the
participants were asked to fill it out before leaving.
APPENDIX F
The Empathy Scale
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STOVER, GUERNEY, O'CONNELL
MEASURE OF EMPATHY IN
ADULT-CHILD INTERACTION 1
1. Communication of Acceptance : This first subscale measures
the verbal acceptance-rejection of the child by the adult.
The scale ranges from level 5 (high empathy) to level 1 (low
empathy)
.
Leve 1 5 : Verbal. Recognition and Accentar.ce of Feelings :
Examples: You're proud of how you fixed that; That makes
you feel good; That made you angry; You feel better already;
You're enjoying that; You really like smashing that.
Level 4: Verbal Recogni tion and Acceptance of Behavior Onby:
Examples: You got it that time; You really stabbed him;
You're getting a workout; Bam, bop, etc.; You're hitting
the mother doll.
Level 3: Social Conver sation or No Conversation : Examples:
I'm not so good at building toys; Mary’s been away most of
the summer; Mothers aren't very good at that; These are ni.ce
toys
.
?: Slioht or Moderate Criticism Stated or Strongly;
Imolied : . Examples: That’s cheating; The head you made is
too bla; You'll ruin the floor; That's not fair; You 11
have to be more careful; Watch what you're doing; No, not
that way.
Level 1 : Argumentative . "Preaching
,
" Open ly Re j ectl
nq
Jee
.l
inas or Behavior. Abusive Language : Examples. It
»' nice
to'T£pi'“that wav ; You're nasty; I'm talking to a
dope,
You're not so hot yourself; You're a fresh kid:
You see, I
told you to do it the other way.
^Reference 1971. This scale is duplicated
verbatim
pathy behaviors were given a score of 1 and ease
fore, high empathy yielded a low score,
lore ari *
in scoring I have reversed this and appliea
~ h
^ ^
(level 5) to high -empathic behaviors. rhu - »
score, the higher the empathic behaviors.
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2. Al lowing the Child Self-Direction : The behavioral will-
ingness on the part of the adult to follow the child's lead.
Level 5: Shows Willingness to Follow Child's Lead : (No
indication to the contrary, i.e., there need be no verbal
comment; behavior compliant with the child's directions or
lead is sufficient.) Examples: You want me to do it for
you; I'm supposed to pick, them up (or simply moving to do
so); You'd like me to play catch with youCor simply doing
so at child's request).
Level 4: Child Has Potion for Lead-Taking : (Choice genuine-
ly left to the child but mitigated by direct or indirect
suggestions; gives unsolicited praise; volunteers informa-
tion; asks for information.) Examples: What shall we do?
What would you like me to make? You did that right; Shall
we pretend the phone rings? It's under the table; You can
shoot this if you want; Good (Good reinforces a certain
type of activity and therefore represents a degree of
parental control.)
Level 3: Takes Lead Without Giving Child an Potion : Un-
solicited instruction on hov; to do or accomplish something;
"teaching," praise accompanying a suggestion; questions with
intent to guide the child. Examples: Play with what you
have; You have to keep practicing; Maybe the best way is to
take the crayons out of the box; Take your time and aim
it; See if you can do it again just like that; Are you
sure that's the way it goes?
Level 2 : Direct s or Instructs the Child to do Something .
.
Initiating new activity when there has been no previous sign
of inertia and/or resistance shown by the child. Examples:
Put the tinker toy away first; Why don't you paint something;
Let's play with clay; You'd better put him back together,
Don't squeeze water in there.
Cajoles,.. Demand
in Child's Activity,
Pushes
,
Insists on New
Interrupts ,
Activity.Level 1: Persu
ades
Interferes - — T _
Resistance by the child is implicit, or there is other ^in-
volvement, or inertia, on the part of the child which the
parent is seeking to overcome. Examples: ~ou ve goo to
p^a,.
with something else now; You'd better give me one; You
can t
do that anymore; I told you not to turn out the
lights;
That's enough of that; No, take this one.
3. Involvement : This is a measure of the
adult's attention to
and partic ipatio n in the child's activities.
Level 5: Fully Observant of Child’s Behavior:
Adult giver
no indication of being unaware of child's behavior. More
attention is given to the child than to other stimuli,
such as the objects the child is using. (Such attention is
not necessarily sympathetic or constructive.) The parent
may be involved in a joint activity; e.g. role playing,
games. He participates in an active way physically as well
as verbally where it is appropriate.
Level 4: High Level of Attention; Although not involved
in anything other than that which also involves the child,
the adult's concentration here is almost exclusively on
activities per se rather than child's behavior. Joint
activities, “such as card playing and dart shooting, lend
themselves to "4’' scores when the parent is keenly interested
in the game itself without paying attention to the child's
reactions and behaviors.
Level 3: Marginal Attention : The adult is involved in his
own independent activity to a degree that interferes some-
what with attention to the child. No joint activity.
Adult is preoccupied with own activities to the extent
that he is not always providing company; e.g., briefly
primping in a mirror, briefly attending to own attire,
inspecting nails. The adult may occasionally remark
spontantaneously on the child's activity.
Level 2: Partially VJithdrawn, or Preoccupied: Adult may
infrequently observe child's activity, but doesn't comment
soontaneous lv • Adult may be so involved in his own role
(e . a
.
,
in independent play) that he fails to attend to the
child's apparent needs. He responds promptly, however,
when alerted by the child.
Level 1: Completely Preoccupied, or Self-Involvcd^jsr
Shut-off: Here the child is ignored and must repeat ^ or
prompt to get a response from the adult. Theadnlc is
completely absorbed with an independent activity or
w.th
his own thoughts for prolonged periods, or engaged in
prolonged self -grooming ; seemingly unaware and
umntereste
in child's behavior.
APPENDIX G
Parent Response Questionnaire
Forms A and B
PARENT RESPONSE QUESTIONNAIRE: FORM A #
Listed below you will find statements or descriptions of
events which might occur between parents and children.
Please read each statement carefully. In the space pro-
vided please write in what you thjlnk would be the ideal
initial response for the parent to make. Please write as
clearly as you can and do not spend a lot of time on any
given item, just write what you think the parent should
ideally say first, assuming that the parent wants to respond.
1.
Four-year-old Y comes to the breakfast table all smiles.
Y has dressed without help for the first time. The shirt
and pants are on backwards. Y says, "look at me'."
Pcirent
:
2.
Three -year-old X who has previously been happy staying
at a friend's while parents work, suddenly resists one
morning and won't get out of the car to go into the house.
No reason for this behavior is forthcoming from the child.
The child huddles in the corner of the car.
Parent:
3.
An eight-year-old comes home from school, throws down
the lunch box and says, "No matter how hard I try, I can't
do math as good as Y. I guess I'll always be. lousy at
math .
"
Parent:
a Five-year-old X is waiting excitedly at the door for
the mail to -rive with a
8
b^May «rd fro™ the
For three days no card has corn**
X says dejectedly, "I guess I'
grandma and grandpa."
e and today, the same occurs.
1 never get that card from
Parent
:
5. Four-year-olds
made a sand castle
up and says, "Hey,
X immediately gets
Y and X are playing in a sandbox,
molded with tin cans. X’s parent comes
have made a fancy sand castle,
kicks the castle.
Y
UD
you
and
Parent
:
6.
Seven-year old Y sitting at breakfast tabic starts
weeping softly. Parent asks what is wrong and the child
says, "I don’t have any friends at- school." This is a
new school experience for this child.
Parent
:
7.
Soon after the- death of one of the two remaining grand-
parents, a three-year-old child, while eating lunch with
the parent, says sadly, "A little child needs a grandma and
a grandpa."
Parent:
8.
Parent has told six-year-old to stop watching TV and go
to bed. The child says, "It's not fair. Y gets to stay up
later l You are really mean and I hate you I"
Parent
:
9.
Eight-year-old Y, the dependable goalie for the team,
comes home from practice and says . emphatically , "I am
never
going to be goalie again. Every time we practice the coach
yells at me and I am sick of that!"
Parent
:
running in the house laugh10 Five-year-old X and friend come
inq and making loud whoops and yells. Parent
says, x
i leeping . Please be quiet or go back outside
furiously, "I won’t be quiet:
the
and
baby
play
is
X say:
of that baby. Why don't you send it back
where it came
I am sick
from',
"
Parent:
PARENT RESPONSE QUESTIONNAIRE: FORM Q #
Listed below you will find statements or descriptions of
events which might occur between parents and children.
Please read each statement carefully. In the space pro-
vided please write in v/hat you think would be the ideal
initial response for the parent to make. Please write as
clearly as you can and do not spend a lot of time on any
given item, just write what you think the parent should
ideally say first, assuming that the parent wants to
respond
.
1.
Y, a four-year-old, comes into the parent's room all
smiles and says, "Look. I tied my shoes all by myself 1"
Parent looks clown and sees the shoelaces tied tightly in
several knots.
Parent:
2.
A young three-year-old who has previously been eager
to attend nursery school suddenly balks one morning.
The child won't take off the coat and clings to the parent's
leg as they stand inside the school door. No reason for
this behavior is apparent and none is forthcoming from the
child
.
Parent:
3.
An eight-year-old comes in house, throws down coat and
says, "No matter how hard I try I can't run as fast
as
I ouess I'll alv/ays be a lousy runner.
Parent
:
4 Five-year-old Y wakes up Saturday to see the
rain pouring
down and kfows the canoe trip with the
grandparents hasto
be postponed. Y walks into parents' room and
says dejcc.e. .
"I guess I'll never get to go in a canoe.
Parent:
5. Eight-year-old X,
practice and says. "I
practice again I
hate that!"
’ >
The
an ace soccer
hate soccer,
coach is alv/ays
player, comes home from
I'm never going to go to
picking on me and I
Parent
:
6.
Four-year-olds, X and Y arc playing blocks at Y's house.
X builds a tall building while Y builds a road. Parent
enters room and says, "X, you have made a really tall build-
ing today i" Parent’s child, Y, immediately kicks the build-
ing down.
Parent
:
7.
A three-year-old child of a divorced family, while driv-
ing in the car with the parent, says sadly, A little child
needs a daddy and a mommy."
Parent:
8.
Before dinner the parent' tells the six-year-old to stop
playing and put away the games and toys. The child says,
"It is'not fairl Y doesn't always have to clean up! I
think you are a stinking parent and I want to throw you
away I
"
Parent:
9 Seven-year-old Y comes into the house crying,
runs
parent's arms and says, "B isn’t my friend anymore
and
let me play."
to
v/on t
Parent
:
in X and Y. two five-year-old best-friends come
dashing
through the living room whooping and yelling.
A visa, ing
rrandnarent is resting in the next room. The
parent asxs
the rhiWren to be quiet and tells them about
the grand-
parent. X replies, "I don;t care about
grandparents
anymore. I am tired of being quiet and I
won t.
Parent
:
APPENDIX H
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PARENT RESPONSE TAXONOMY
Categories
1.
Recognition and Acceptance of Feelings ; Reflection,
restatement, paraphrasing or interpretation of child’s
verbally or nonverbally expressed feelings. The child's
feelings are the primary focus of the parent's com-
munication.
Examples: Wow, you really are angry about that. I can
see that you are feeling awfully sad about that. That
makes. you pretty happy! It sure is disappointing for
you. I guess you feel pretty discouraged. You sure
are proud of. that.
2
.
Recognition and Acceptance of Behavior o r Verbal Content
and/or Onen Invitation to Talk : Reflection, restatement
or paraphrasing of what the child has said ; description
of child's behavior; invitation to talk.
Examples: You say that your teacher is giving you a
really hard time lately. You think that Bobby is not
your friend anymore. You are sitting very quietly to-
day. You sure are running all around the house today.
You have made your bed all by yourself. Come, tell me
about that. Let's hear more about that problem.
.
Can
you tell me more? Plus questions that reflect child’s
experience
.
3
.
Recognition and Acceptance of Feelings , Statements, or__
Behaviors' with Redirection of Behavior_or_ other
Solution*' to Problem . Reflection, restatement, paraphras-
inq or interpretation of child's verbally . or non-
verbally expressed feelings accompanied with redirection
of the child’s behavior or other problem solving state-
ment.
Examples: I know you are angry but you must pic., up
1 e
toys now. It’s OK to be angry but it is not
Ojv to hie
Ann I guess you are feeling worried about school
ro-
dayl-let's go in and see the children-IUl stay a while
It makes you sad for Mommy to leave—let's plan some
thing special to do tonight when I get home from
wor .
Covert Re j ectiqn_oj^_Fee lings and Behayio^g.: r
behavior or statements are nor acknowiedged.
.ee g
are avoided or ignored through any of the
following
responses
:
Advising, giving solutions : Telling the child how to
solve a problem, giving his advice or suggestions,
providing answers or solutions.
"Why don't you go back and ask nicely for the toy."
"Invite a friend over. Then you will have someone to
play with."
Praising, Ag reeing : Offering a positive evaluation or
judgment antithetical to the child's perception; agree-
ing.
Well, I think you’re pretty. You have the ability to
do well. I think you are right. I agree with you.
Reassuring, sympathizing, consoling, supporting : Try-
ing to make the child feel better, talking him out of
his feelings, trying to make his feelings go away,
denying the strength of his feelings,
i
You'll feel different tomorrow. All kids go through
this sometimes. Don't worry, things will work out.
You could be an excellent student with your potential.
I used to think that, too, I know, school can be
pretty boring sometimes. You usually get along with
other kids very well. I understand how you feel.
Lecturing teaching, giving logical explanations: Try-
ing to influence the child with facts, counterarguments,
logic, information, or your own opinion.
Well, the mail is probably slow—that's.why the package
is late. If you would do what the teacher says, she
probably would not be hard on you. When you were a baby
I was quiet for you—now you have to be quiet for X.
You are younger than Y, that's why you have to go ho
bed now.
Questioning
,
probing
,
interrogating : Trying to find
reasons, motives, causes; searching for more informa
-
tion to help you solve the problem.
When did you start feeling this way? Why do you suppose
you hate school? Did anyone tell you that they don't
like you? Are you being friendly?
Withdrawi n et, distracting, humoring, diverting : Try1ng
to get the child away from the problem; withdrawing
from the problem yourself; distracting the child,
kidding him out of it, pushing the problem aside.
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Just forget about it. Hey, let's see v/hat there is
to do at school today. Come on--cheer up I Let's see
a smile! Let's not talk about that nov/.
5. Overt Rejection of Behavior: The child's behavior is
overtly rejected through any of the following responses:
Ordering, directing, commanding : Telling the child to
do something, giving him an order or command.
I don't care what other parents do, it's time to go
to bed. Don't talk to your mother like that. Get
outside, now! Stop complaining.
Warning, admonish ing, threatening: Telling the child
consequences will occur if he does something.
If you do that, you'll be sorry. One more statement
like that and you'll leave the room. You'd better not
do that if you know what's good for you!
Exhorting, mora lizing, preaching : Telling the child
what he should or ought to do
.
You ought to be nicer to your friend. You shouldn't
act like that. You must always respect your elders.
How would you like it if someone did that to you'.
6. Overt Rejection of Chil d or Child' s Feelings;: The
child or the child's feelings are overtly .rejected
through any of the following responses:
You are not thinking clearly. That was not nice. /ou
are very wrong about that. A nice girl would not do
that.
Judg ing
1
criticizing, and blami ng
:
judgment or evaluation of the child.
Making a negative
Ha
m
e calling^
feel foolish,
him.
ridiculino, and shaming: Making the child
putting the child "into a category, shaming
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You are just jealous of the baby. You are just sayincj
that to make rne angry. You don’t really mean that,
you are just frustrated. You don't really believe
that at all. You don't really v/ant to do that. You
don't have to be mad, sad, etc. about that.
In this category include spanking the child or swear-
ing at the child.
7. Misce l laneous : Any responses which, in no way can fit
into the above categories.
8. Give a G for items left blank.
APPENDIX I
Follow-up Interview
Hi, my name is . Liz Klock asked rno to call
you about the parenting program that you attended in November
and December. Do you have 10-15 minutes to talk about it?
It has been several weeks since the program ended. You pro-
bably remember that it started in early November v/ith an
introductory session and after the first taping there were
four training sessions. In mid-December the program ended
and you had your final taping.
1 . As you think back', can you tell me your general re -
actions to the program ? (List key phrases and probe
for clarification: Can you tell me more about that?
You say it was "pretty good" in what ways? Etc.)
2 . If you were to list the most important things vou got
out~bf partic i pating in this parenting program, what
would be the' top things on your list ? (List items.
Include non-parenting related items. If no parenting
items are included, go to 2A.)
2A. In relation to yourself as a parent, was there anything
vou got out of participating in this program. If so ,
what ? (List items.)
3. After (or while) obtaining list, take each parenting
item and probe for clarification. Example: ->uoject
says, "Well, I got a new way of looking at problems.''
Interviewer says
,
"You said you got a new way of look-
ing at problems. What do you mean by that? Can_vou
explain that, clarify that further? " Etc. (Make note
oY clarification.)
3A. After (or while) clarifying, funnel for specific ex-
amples. Example: "Can you tell me about an example
when you have used this new wav of look ing at proolems .
Can you describe what happened . (Hake note of
examples .
)
4 • if vou were to make list of the
thing s vou hoped to
^tkV'of'this program, but die^ what wou l.d £g_tne
fa~rthrn5i~an)our list -.- (Probe for clarification and
list items.)
5. at did vou consider to be the best parts^ag
oSFarn? What would you say were the srrengtnsj.
(Lis-
sy phrases . )
What did you consider to be the worst
program?" What would you".sav werej-ts
(List key phrases.)
parts of this
weaknesses?6 .
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.
I have a few more questions but before I ask them. is
there anything else you want to add: Any other feedback
or general reactions? (List key phrases
.
)
Nov/, for the following statements, I would like you to rate
yourself on a scale from 1 to 5. 1 is the lowest, and 5 is
the highest. Think of 1 as meaning "Hot at all," and 5
as "Very much.”
1. I enjoyed the parenting program.
2. The parenting program v/as irrelevant to my
needs
.
3 . The parenting program met my expectations
at the time
.
4. I have forgotten what I learned in the
program.
5. I continue to use the skills I learned.
6. Before the parenting program, I communi-
cated as much recognition and acceptance
of my children's feelings as I do now.
7. Since the parenting program, the way I
talk to my children communicates more re-
cognition and acceptance of their be-
havior .
8. Before the parenting program, I was as
able to follow my child's lead or stay
on the track with my child as I am now.
9. Since the parenting program, I am more
able and willing to have my child share
in decision making. ,
10. Before the parenting program, 1 was as
attentive to my child's reactions
and behaviors as I am now.
11. Since the parenting program, I more
willingly engage in activity with
my child.
12. Before the parenting program, I was as
satisfied with my parenting ability
as I am now.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
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13. OK, for the last question, if a friend
were to ask you to recommend the program
by rating it on a scale from 1 to 5,
what would your overall rating be? 1 2 3 4 5

